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Current Topics. 


Companigs winding-up business will during the present sittings 
be taken by Mr. Justice Byrvz on Tuesday in each week. 





Tue Arrgat list for the Easter Sittings naturally shews some 
diminution of arrears, owing to the sitting of the third court ; 
but the reduction is comparatively small: There were 366 
appeals at the commencement of the Hilary Sittings, and there 
are now 322. The appeals from the 0 Division number 
80; there are 134 appeals from the King’s Bench Division, and 
61 matters in the New Trial Paper. 





Tue Cuancery Cause Lists shew an increase over the figures 
at the commencement of the last sittings: there were then 234 
causes and matters for hearing, while there are now 268. A 
year ago there were only 236. There are thirty-five company 
matters. 


Tue Krvo’s Bench Lists have fallen from 845 causes at the 
commencement of the last sittings to 651. This is rather a 
contrast to the 875 causes a year ago. The Crown Paper and 
Civil Paper together account for 186 of the causes in the 
lists for the present sittiogs. The Probate, &c., Division, which 
has hitherto been remarkable for keeping up with its business, 
has now become rather seriously in arrear, there being no fewer 
than 398 causes in the lists of this division. 








We print elsewhere a letter from a correspondent who says 
that twice during the last two months clients have brought to 
him abstracts of title, which had in each case been sent to them 
by the vendor's solicitors, accompanied by a letter stating, in 
effect, that if the purchaser cared to instruct them to act 
on his behalf; great expense would be saved. It need hanily 
be said that such a Boge is extremely improper. Not 
only is it barefa “touting”? for business, but the 
solicitor adopting it is open to the imputation of desiring to 
avoid inconvenient requisitions on the vendor's title. A solicitor 
is no doubt entitled, when so requested by a purchaser, to act 
for both vendor and purchaser, although it is te bo observed 
26 
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that the Remuneration Order does not recognize the practice by 
providing ascale fee for the case. But the position of a solicitor 
who does so act is a difficult and responsible one, and many 
practitioners consider it desirable in such a case to instruct 
counsel to advise on the title on behalf of the purchaser. 





THE ESTABLISHMENT of officialism in England in relation to 
the transfer of land has led to a somewhat similar attempt 
in the new Irish Land Bill, clause 22 (8) of which provides 
that ‘‘the Land Commission shall cause their officers to make 
such investigations, and perform such other duties, as may be 
requisite and practicable for the purpose of ascertaining title to, 
and distributing, the purchase-money, and such ascertainment 
and distribution shall, to such extent as may be sanctioned by 
the Treasury, be made without charge to the persons entitled to 
the purchase-money.” It will be observed that this provision 
is much more benevolent to the landowner than that in force 
here. While the English officialism largely increases the cost 
of transfer of land, the proposed Irish system is intended 
to reduce it to a minimum. There is no attempt, more- 
over, to force on Irish landowners a system of compulsory 
registration of title. Nevertheless, the Irish solicitors 
are up in arms against the provision, and it will be seen 
from the report we give elsewhere, with no little reason. 
They allege that it will be found impossible for a State legal 
department to undertake duties with which even skilled pro- 
fessional men often had great difficulties in dealing, and they 
ask whether it is reasonable that in a country where probably 
of all others in the world the procedure is most complicated, a 
State legal department can be set up and put into thorough 
working order in a few months, to deal with all the complex 
questions arising in cénnection with the land laws in Ireland, 
and to be worked by persons who had no experience in the past 
of such work. This proposal is another illustration of the evil 
influence of the officialism in conveyancing matters which, 
thanks to its sponsor, Mr. B. G. Laxez, obtained a footing in this 


country. 


‘A soLiciTor is not answerable for error in judgment upon 
points of new occurrence or of nice or doubtful construction” : 
r Trnpar, C.J. (Godefroy v. Dalton, 6 Bing. 468). ‘God 
orbid that it should be imagined that an attorney or counsel, 
even a judge, is bound to know all the law”: per Anzort, C.J. 
(Montriou y. Jefferys, 2 Car. & P. 113). The question how soon 
@ new point is one that a solicitor is bound to be aware of, has 
not, so far as we are aware, ever been discussed. We, there- 
fore, wish to call the attention of our readers to two new points 
which they ought to be aware of. It was laid down by 
Panwa, J., in Powell y. Powell (1900, 1 Ch, at p. 247), that 
“‘ where a young person wishes to make a gift to his parent, the 
solicitor does not perform his duty by satisfying himself simply 
that the donor understands, and wishes to carry out, the parti- 
cular transaction. He must also satisfy himself that the gift is 
one which it is right and proper for the donor to make under the 
circumstances ; and if he is not so satisfied, it is his duty to 
advise his client not to go on with the transaction, and to 
refuse to act further for him if he persists. He certainly 
ought not to go on, if he disapproves, simply because he thinks 
that someone else will do the work if he does not.” Srrrtrsa, 
LJ., in Wright v. Carter (1903, 1 Ch., at p. 57), states that he 
agrees with this view. After these decisions no solicitor will 
be safe if he does not adopt the course laid down by Farwatt, 
J. There is a case of common occurrence to which the reason- 
ing in these cases may possibly apply——-namely, where, on the 
——_ of a young lady, it is suggested by her relations that, 
of the ultimate trusts, the property settled by her 

should, after the death of the husband, and in default of 
children of the marriage becoming entitled, revert to her 
brothers and sisters or even to her father. We wish also to call 
attention to the decision of Mr. Justice Fanwet in Re Cornwallis 
West and Munro's Contract (ante, p. 418), which decides that, 








where, on a resettlement of entailed land, the life estate of the 

father under the original settlement is restored to him in the usual | 
manner, he cannot exercise the powers conferred by the Settled | 
Land Acts as tenant for life under the resettlement. As this | 


decision is contrary to the view universally taken by convey. 
ancers, there must be an enormous number of titles the validity 
of which depend on a conveyance made by the father as tenant 
for life under the resettlement. As the law now stands, it is not 
safe to accept any such title. 





Tere was little doubt that the decision of the Court of 
Appeal in Re #. A. B. (50 W. R. 2.9), that the debts of 
creditors, who had absolutely released those debts, need not be 
regarded in considering a proposal for a scheme of arrangement 
under section 3 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, would be seized 
upon, particularly after the very wide interpretation put upon it 
in Re Baines (86 L. T. 691), as affording a valuable loophole by 
which a debtor might escape the statutory obligations subject 
to which any such scheme can alone be approved by the 
court. Accordingly, in Re Pilling (ante, p. 435) we find 
a debtor, in reliance on these decisions, attempting t) get 
a scheme through which, while technically within the 
decision of Re EH. A. B. as interpreted in Re Baines, was 
characterized by most of the features which the statute was 
specially designed to obviate. The composition scheme provided 
for the payment of 7s. 6d. in the £ to those creditors who had 
not released their claims. But when the alleged ‘ releases” 
were examined, they were found to be objectionable in two 
respects. In the first place, they were conditional upon the 
scheme being sanctioned by the court, and, therefore, did 
not fulfil the first requirement of the decision in Be 
E. A. B.—viz., that all such releases must be «absolute. 
Secondly, they were obtained by the direct negotiation of 
the debtor himself, and upon terms which were not dis- 
closed to the court, and, therefore, did not fulfil the other 
requirement laid down in Ze £. A. B., that such releases must 
be without the knowledge or privity of the debtor. The 
registrar considered that He Baines, which presented very 
analogous features to this scheme, bound him, and passed it. 
But the Board of Trade appealed, as was indeed necessary if 
schemes of this kind were not to become mere shams, and the 
Court of Appeal have now expressly disapproved the interpreta- 
tion put on Le EL. A. B. by the Divisional Court in Re Baines. 
It is noteworthy, however, that, as regards the privity of the 
debtor, the court—particularly Romer, L.J.—do not seem to 
consider it fatal to such releases that the debtor should be 
aware of them. It is not so much his knowledge, which may 
be quite innocent, as any attempt by him to arrange such 
releases himself, that is the objectionable feature. 





A cass recently heard by the President of the Divorce D.vision 
is another instance of an icquiry as to the paternity of children 
born in wedlock in which the evidence of the mother was 
tendered to shew that a child to which she had given birth was 
not the child of her husband. The petition was by the husband 
for a divorce on the ground of his wife’s adultery. The 
respondent appeared, but filed no answer, and at the close 
of the petitioner’s case the counsel for the respondent asked 
for leave to cross-examine the petitioner as to the paternity 
of the youngest child of the respondent. No objection being 
made by the petitioner’s counsel, the cross-examination was 
allowed, and the petitioner stated distinctly that he was the 
father of the child in question. Upon the question of the 
custody of the children, the counsel for the responient asked 
that the matter shouli be sent for inquiry in chambers, 
and referred to a statemont in the wife’s written confession to 
the effect that her husband was not the father of the child. The 
President rejected the application, but only on the ground that 
the respondent had not filed an answer specifically raisiog the 
question of paternity. We may expect, thprefore, that where 
the question is properly raised on the pleadings, the court will 
permit inquiries as to the paternity of children born in wedlock 
and will receive the evidence of both husband and wife on the 
subject. This practice appears to us to be wholly inconsistent 
with the principle laid down in the earlier common law dec.sions, 
which was that, in the interests of decency and morality, the 
statement of the mother could not be received to prove that her 
husband was not the father of her child, This must not be taken to 
mean that the courts would not inquire into the legitimacy of 4 
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child born in wedlock. But the only evidence which they would 


consider was evidence of facts which went to shew that, by 
yeason of the absence or the permanent disability of the 
husband, it was practically impossible that he could be the 
father of the child. The question of the admissibility of the 
evidence of the husband and wife in these inquiries may at 
some future time be considered by the Court of Appeal. For 
the present we can only say that we prefer the rigid policy of 
exclusion adopted by the courts of common law. 





No opinion in matters connected with the criminal law is 
more worthy of attention than that of Sir Harry Poranp, but 
his letter to the Zimes of the 21st of April on the Poor Prisoners’ 
Defence Bill is hardly convincing. He says the Bill is 
“absolutely unworkable”; but he gives no reasons for this 
opinion, except the difficulty of working it in London arising 
from the great number of prisoners tried at the Old Bailey and 
the sessions. We cannot agree with Sir H. Portanp that the 
Bill is unworkable. As we have pointed out before, there are 
defects in the machinery supplied by the Bill for carrying 
out its main object, but these defects ought to be capable of 
remedy without great difficulty. Outside London we believe 
the system proposed by the Bill for the defence of poor prisoners 
could be carried out without the least difficulty. At all events, 
all difficulties are capable of easily being conquered if members 
of the legal profession of both branches shew any real desire to 
conquer them. In London, no doubt, the difficulties would be 
great, but we cannot think they are insuperable. 
will is present, the means will soon be found. There are, 
no doubt, hundreds of young solicitors in London who are 
not overburdened with business and who have plenty of time to 
undertake the defence ofthe poor We do not believe that from 
amongst these hundreds there will be found wanting a sufficient 
number to carry out the intention of the Bill. As for the bar, 
of these there can be no doubt. Quite apart from any higher 
motives, the younger members of the bar will be immensely 
benefited by the passing of the Bill. It will give many a young 
barrister a chance of opening his mouth in court who otherwise 
might have to wait a long time before gaining an audience. No 
one reading Sir H. Ponann’s letter can avoid coming to the con- 
clusion that it is quite unnecessary for any prisoner to be 
defended. ‘The guilty,” he says, ‘“‘have now nothing to com- 

lain of; and the innocent very rarely suffer any injustice.” 

ut surely if the innocent erer suffer injustice it is our duty to 
make such cases as rare as possible. Again, he says: “‘The true 
protection for poor innocent prisoners is to take care that prosecu- 
tions are conducted with a view, not to get a conviction, but to get 
the truth. This is always the case with public prosecutions.” 
Now, it is well known that no fairer (or more deadly) prosecutor 
ever represented the Crown than the writer of this letter; but 
surely his counsel is one of perfection. It is not reasonable to 
expect every advocate in the heat of a trial to observe the strict 
impartiality of a judge. We can hardly believe that Sir H. 
Potanp really meant to imply that every prisoner is just as likely 
to get justice if he is undefended. If, then, a prisoner is helped 
by counsel, we maintain that justice demands that poverty 
should not deprive a man of that help. Five years ago the 
Bar Council resolved, ‘that it is in the interest of all prisoners 
(considering their interests alone) that they should be defended 
by counsel ; and that the passing of the Criminal Evidence Act, 
1898, renders it more desirable than before that they should be 
80 defended.” Nothing seems to have been done, however, to 
five effect to the resolution, and it does not appear that 
anything would have been done except for the action of the Dorset 
ions. It is now said that the action of that sessions is 
‘contrary to etiquette. Etiquette, however, should not be 
allowed to interfere with what is fair and just, and it is to be 
hoped that the council will now either support the Bill or 
ormulate some better scheme. 


We waver received a copy of correspondence which has passed 
between Messrs, Mrppixron & Son, of Leeds, and the Inland 
venue Commissioners, from which it appears that the com- 
missioners are endeavouring to override the distinction which 
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has, we believe, been generally accepted in the profession 
between receipts and discharges in reference to equitable mort- 
gages. Under the schedule of the Stamp Act, 1891, a “re- 
lease” or “discharge” of any mortgage, legal or equitable, is 
liable, in the same manner as a reconveyance, to an ad valorem 
stamp duty of 6d. per £100 on the total amount at any time 
secured. It has generally been assumed, however, that this 
applies only to an instrument which is expressed to operate as a 
release or discharge, and not toa mero receipt. It is true that 
a receipt for all the ‘principal moneys, interests, and costs” 
secured by an equitable mortgage has the legal effect of dis- 
charging the mortgage, and hence it can be safely used in lieu of 
a formal release or discharge. But this is simply incidental to 
the primary effect of the receipt, which is to shew that the 
money referred to in it has been in fact received. As a receipt 
it falls under that heading in the schedule to the Stamp Act, 
and is liable, if separate from the instrunent of mortgage, to a 
penny stamp, while if it is indorsed on the instrument, it is 
exempt from duty altogether. Thisis the effect of exemption 
(11), which runs as follows: ‘‘ Receipt indorsed or otherwise 
written: upon or contained in any instrument liable to stamp 
duty and duly stamped, acknowledging the receipt of the con- 
sideration money therein expressed, or the receipt of any 
principal money, interest, or annuity thereby secured or 
therein mentioned.” The most usual effect of these 
words is to exempt the ordinary receipt clause in purchase 
and mortgage deeds from payment of the penny stamp duty, 
but the inclusion of “receipt for any principal money, interest 
thereby secured ” clearly coatemplates the case of re- 
payment. Apparently the exemption does not cover a receipt 
for costs, and if the receipt is of ‘‘all principal moneys, interest, 
and costs secured’ by the instrument, the exemption would not 
apply. In the case referred to by Messrs. Mippteroy & Sons 
the receipt ran: “ Received on the 23rd of January, 1903, all 
principal and interest moneys secured by the within written 
indenture.” Messrs. Mippieton & Sons contended that this 
was a receipt, and was exempt even from the penny stamp duty. 
The Commissioners contend that, since it contains an admission 
that all the principal and interest secured by the instrument has 
been repaid, it is a ‘‘ discharge,” and is chargeable with the ad 
valorem 6d. duty. We believe that the latter is an entirely novel 
contention. A document which is primarily a receipt is charge- 
able under that head; it is not permissible to refer it to a 
different head of the schedule because in practice it has the 
same effect as a more heavily charged instrument. 





— 


Wirt REFerence to the investment of trust money on the 
security of ground-rents, upon which we commented last week, 
we print elsewhere a letter in which our correspondents question 
the soundness of the view that trustees can, in reliance on 
Vickery v. Evans (33 Beav. 376), advance money beyond two- 
thirds of the value of the ground-rents, Before the Trustee 
Act, 1888, now replaced so far as regards the investment of 
trust funds by the Act of 1893, it was, as is well known, the 
rule that trustees were justified in advancing up to two-thirds of 
the value of land of permanent value, such as agricultural land, 
but only up to one-half or less on houses and trade buildings. 
To this rule Virkery v. Evans seemed to establish an 
exception in the case of ground-rents, and for good reason. 
“T concur,” said Rourty, M.R., in that case, “in the observa- 
tion that the freehold rents are not alone the security, 
but the houses erected on the land add the value of those 
buildings to the security for the due payment of that sum.’ 
And hence he allowed an advance of £3,530 on ground-rents of 
the estimated value of £4,300. Our correspondents suggest 
that, so far as this case established an exception from the general 
rule as to the margin“of security, it is overruled by section 8 of 
the Trustee Act, 1893. That section rape that a trustee 
advancing money shall not be chargeable with breach of trust 
‘by reason only of the proportion borne by the amount of the 
loan to the value of the property at the time when the loan was 
made,” provided that he is acting on the report of his own 
surveyor, and that the amount of the loan does not exceed 
two equal third parts of the value of the property as 
stated in the report. Now it seems clear that this enact-— 
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ment—or rather the enactment in the Act of 1888 which it 
replaces—did away with the old rule which limited advances on 
house property to one-half the value, and enabled an advance 
up to two-thirds to be made on property of all kinds; but 
it is not equally clear that it overrules Vickery v. Evans, so 
as to reduce the advance to two-thirds in a case where previously 
an advance to a greater proportion might have been made. A 
trustee advancing beyond two-thirds of the value of ground- 
rents would not, indeed, gain the protection of the statute, but 
he might still rely upon the principle enunciated in Vickery v. 
Evans. At the same time, we are quite ready to admit that 
trustees will act wisely in limiting themselves to a two-thirds 
advance, even on ground-rents, so as to secure the benefit of the 
statute. The valuation of the surveyor will, of course, give 
only the value of the ground-rents as such. It will not include 
the value of the houses, which, in the opinion of Romttty, M.R., 
was the jestification for advancing nearly up to the full value of 
the ground-rents. 





Ar THE cLosE of an inquest recently held in the City of 
London, the foreman of the jury complained of the ancient but 
unreasonable custom by which the jurymen were offered a groat 
each in payment for their services at each inquest, The foreman 
observed that it was really an insult to call business men from 
their warehouses or shops for several hours and then offer them 
fourpence by way of remuneration. It may be added that, as 
the Jjurymen summoned on coroner’s inquests have no particular 
qualification, the hardship is even greater in the case of a 
working man, who may lose a day’s wages and receive nothing 
but the fourpence. In the metropolitan districts a fee of two 
shillings is paid to jurymen by the county council, and it is 
surprising that the Coroners Act, 1887, did not contain some 

tion on the subject. We are far from saying that the 
remuneration should be anything more than a sum which, ia the 
case of an average workman, would represent an ordinary day’s 
wages, but the present system is manifestly unjust to those who 
can least afford the loss of time and money which is involved in 
what is often an irksome and painful duty. 





Tue Lorp Cuancettor has recently made two important 
pronouncements in the House of Lords on points of law, first in 
connection with the Kenyon-Slaney clause of the Education Act, 
and secondly, and more recently, in connection with the magis- 
terial discretion under the Licensing Acts. Are these pronounce- 
ments merely to be treated with respect, as are the opinions of 
Scots, Irish, or American judges, or have they any legal value 
as authorities? A question of this kind was raised in the Court 
of Appeal in Reg. v. Bishop of Oxford (4 Q. B. D. 525), Lords 
Bramwett and Baccattay being of opinion that the speech of 
Lord Chancellor Carrys, in debating the Public Worship 
Regulation Bill of 1874, might be argued upon in court, but 
Lord Justice Tutsiczr being of a contrary opinion. Afterwards 
in South-Eastern Railway Co. v. Railway Commissioners (50 L. J. 
Q. B., at p. 203) Lord Szxzorne, in the Court of Appeal, assented 
to the argument of counsel that an Act of Parliament could not 
be construed by refererce to a speech in debate, and observed 
that “it had been regretted in the House of Lords that the 
Court of Appeal had allowed such a reference to be made in 
Reg. v. Bishop of Oxford.” 








Ar tne hearing by the Middlesex Sessions of applications 
for the confrmation of off-licences for the sale of wine and spirits, 
it appeared that several of the applications were made by chemists, 
who urged that the licence was required for the sale of medicated 
wines, and that it would be convenient for patients who were 
ordered to take wine by their physicians to obtain their drugs 
and wine on the same premises. It was objected, on the other 
hand, that the grocer’s licences had in many cases afforded 
facilities for intemperance, and that these facilities would be 
even greater if the licences were given to chemists. This 
argument apparently weighed with the justices, for they refused 
to confirm the chemists’ licences, 





It ie announced that the next sitting of the Railway and Canal Cummis- 
lon will take place at the Royal Courts of Justice on Tuesday next, 
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The Issue of Bonus Shares. 


Tae recent decision of Kexewicu, J., in Re Innes § Co, (51 
W. R. 378) is interesting as being apparently the first occasion 
upon which the court has gone behind an agreement for sale to 
a company for a consideration to be satisfied in paid-up shares, 
and has held that, since the consideration was in part illusory, 
the shares were to that extent not paid up. It has, indeed, been 
settled since Pell’s case (Li, R. 5 Ch. 11) that, as a general rule, 
so long as the agreement is unimpeached, the court is bound to 
accept it as conclusive with regard to the amount of the con- 
sideration. In that case the articles of association sanctioned 
an agreement by which A. was to sell certain property to the 
company, and as part of the consideration was to receive 1,500 
shares of £20 each. Of these shares 1,350 were allotted to him 
and 150 tohis nominees. In the winding up of the company the 
liquidatorsought to make A. a contributory in respect of the shares 
standing in his name and Lord Routtry held (L. R. 8 Eq. 222) 
that this might be done, at the same time saying that A. was 
entitled to an inquiry as to what was the value of the property 
handed over by him to the company, and to be allowed such 
value, but no more, towards payment for his shares. Had this 
decision stood, the course of company formation would have 
been very materially altered, and certainly there would have 
been a great reduction in the issue of paid-up shares, but on 
appeal Girrarp, L J., held that, since the agreement had not 
been impeached by evidence or otherwise, the court had no 
grounds for going behind it, and it must be taken that A. had 
paid for the 1,350 shares in money’s worth. He was, accordingly, 
struck off the lost of contributories. 

But Pell’s case assumes that there has been a contract 
fixing the price of the property transferred, and that no 
evidence impeaching the bona fides of the contract has been 
given. Where there is such evidence there is nothing to prevent 
the court going behind the contract. ‘‘It has been decided,” 
said Lord Watson in the Ooregum case (1892, A. C., p. 136), 
“that under the Act of 1862 shares may be lawfully issued as 
fully paid up for considerations which the company has agreed 
to accept as representing in money’s worth the nominal value of 
the shares. I do not think any other decision could have been 
given in the case of a genuine transaction of that nature where 
the consideration was the substantial equivalent of full payment 
of the shares in cash. The possible objection to such an 
arrangement is that the company may overestimate the value 
of the consideration, and therefore receive less than nominal 
value for its shares. The court would doubtless refuse effect to 
a colourable transaction entered into for the purpose or with 
the obvious result of enabling the company to issue its shares 
at a discount; but it has been ruled that, so long as the company 
honestly regards the consideration given as fairly representing 
the nominal value of the shares in cash, its estimate ought not 
to be critically examined.””’ An obvious case for going behind 
the agreement is where the evidence shews that no consideration 
whatever has been in fact given for theshares. In Re Hddystong 
Marine Insurance Co. (40 W. R. 441; 1893, 3 Oh. 9) the 
members of a private company desired to allot paid-up shares 
among themselves as bonus shares. The agreement under which 
this was done stated that the allotment was in consideration of 
past services. It was held that this consideration was fictitious, 
and that the shares rendered the holders liable to pay the 
nominal value in cash. Laypiey, L.J., observed that the 
Ooregum case (supra), which shewed that a company could not 
issue shares at a discount so as to relieve a person so taking 
them from liability to pay the amount unpaid, was conclu ive to 
shew that, if he had paid nothing at all, he must pay in full. 

But there is greater difficulty where there has been in fact 
consideration given for the issue of the paid-up shares, and the 
only question is as to the value of the consideration. A strong 
attempt was made in Jte Wragg (Limited) (45 W. R. 557; 1897,1 
Ch. 796) to induce the court to interfere under such circum- 
stances, and though, in the particular case the attempt failed 
the general principle that the court will take notice of a parti 
want of consideration, as woll as of a total want, was admitted. “1 
believe,” said Vavonay Wittiame, L.J., “that the court ought to 
go into the consideration of whether there is real consideration 
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or whether the consideration is a sham, not. only in the 
case where the whole consideration is impeached, but in the case 
where a part of the consideration is impeached, but whether it 
is the whole that is impeached or whether it is a part that is 
impeached, in my judgment you can-cnly impeach it in cases 
‘where tke evidence justifies you in saying that, gud that part of 
the consideration, the transaction is 4 sham—that the trans- 
action is a colourable one.” In that case a purchase price of 
some £46,000 was apportioned, as to £10,000 to the company 
taking over liability for mortgages to that amount, as to £18,000 
to premises and stock-in trade, and the balance of £18,000 to 
"ss It was contended that in part, at any rate, this 
latter £18,000 was a fictitious item inserted merely to swell 
the purchare price, but the Court of Appeal held that 
there had been a real sale at a total figure of 
£46,000, and that it was immaterial how the items had 
been epportioned. ‘It seems to me,” said Vavenan 
Wituams, LJ., “that where there is substantial property 
(ransferred and a price appears in the contract, and that 
contract has been acted on and the property parted with, 
where you cannot rescind the contract and restore the parties to 
their pre-contract position, you ought not to say that there was 
no consideration unless it was proved, and proved beyond all 
reasonable doubt, that the shares thus issued as fully paid 
were issued as a gift or a bonus to the vendors.” 


The result as appearing from the above cases is, first, that the 
liquidator of the company cannot as of course set the agree- 
ment aside and allow to the vendor on account of his 
paid-up shares only such an amount as shall on inquiry 
prove to have been the value of the. proporty transferred ; 
secondly, that while the amount of the consideration will 
not be critically examined, yet the court will intervene and hold 
the shares to be either in whole or in part unpaid if the con- 
sideration appears to have been in fact either in whole or in 
part fictitious; but, thirdly, that the burden of proving 
this lies upon the company, and the case must be 
dearly made out. It is not sufficient to object to the 
sufficiency of one or more of tke particular items of 
which the consideration is made up. It is therefore a difficult 
matter to render the allottees of fall paid-up shares liable upon 
the ground of failure of a part of the consideration, but the 
circumstances in Ze Innes § Co. (supra) have been held to 
justify this being done. In 1899 the proprietors of a business 
entered into an agreement with six persons, under which the business 
wastoteeoldtoacompany to be formed. The consideration was 
to be £6,000, payable as to £3,000 in cash and as to £3,000 in 
shares. In December of the same year the company was formed 
‘as a private company with a capital of £25,000 in 2,500 shares 
of £10 each, but the consideration was raised to £25,000, of 
Which £3,000 was to be paid in cash and £22,000 by the allot- 
ment to the vendors or their nominees of 2,200 paid-up shares. 
Each of the six promoters subscribed for fifty shares and paid 
for them in cash, thus providing the cash payment to the 
vendors, and there were allotted to the vendors 300 fully-paid 
shares. Out of the remaining 1,900 shares each of the six 

romoters (three of whom were directors) had 300 allotted to him 
or lis Own benefit, and 100 were set aside for making bonus 
payments to persons introducing business to the company. The 
company went into voluntary liquidation, and the liquidation 
Was continued under the supervision of the court. The liquidator 
sought to make each of the three directors liable as a con- 
tributory f.r the amount of the fully-paid shares which he had 
received without payment. 

The peculiarity of the case is, of course, that there had been 
4 prelimicary agreement under which a price had been fixed for 
the business, Such an agreement does not, indeed, forbid any 
future change in the price at which the business is sold to the 
company. If the vendors see their way to getting a better price 

ey are not debarred from doing so. But it is essontial that it 
should really be the vendors who obtain the benefit of the 
mmhanced price. In the present case, while the pur- 

ase price to the company was raised from £6,000 
t £25,000, the price, so far as the vendors were concerned, 
Temained the same. ‘hey had bargained for £6,000, and this 
Was all they got. It is not surprising that under these ciroum. 


was apparent that part of the purchase price mentioned in the 
agreement with the company had no corresponding considera- 
tion, “If,” said Varcnan Wits, L.J., in Chapman's case 
(1895, 1 Ch., p. 775), “the consideration is illusory, or if it 
permits an obvious money measure to be made shewing that 
discount was allowed, or if the shares are openly issued at a 
discount, the mere fact that the contract has been filed will not 
put the allottee in a position to relieve himself from the pay- 
ment which the Act of 1862 requires to be made for the shares.” 
In other words, the court will not inquire into the adequacy 
of the consideration, but if it is apparent from the contract, 
taken with the proved circumstances, that to some extent there 
was in fact no consideration for the issue of fully-paid shares, 
then to that extent they will be taken to be in fact not paid up. 
The case was of this nature in Re Innes § Co., and hence the 
three directors were held liable in respect of their bonus shares. 
The result, of course, does not depend upon the repealed section 
25 of the Act of 1567, and it would equally follow where a 
return of the allotment has been made under section 7 of the Act 
of 1900, 








Sales of Leaseholds by Executors. 


In an ordinary case it would seem to be well established that 
executors or administrators have power freely to sell or 
mortgage their testator’s or intest:te’s leasehold property just 
as they can sell or mortgage any other chattel interest which 
they take from him. The rule is thus stated in Williams on 
Executors, at p. 801: “It is a general rule of law and equity 
that an executor or administrator has an. absolute power of 
disposal over the whole personal effects of his testator or 
intestate’; and, again at p. 807: ‘‘It is a general rule, 
deducible from the principles which have been above investi- 
gated, that executors and administrators may, by virtue of their 
office, dispose absolutely of terms of years which are vested in 
them in right of their testators or intestates, and may make a 
good title even against a specific legatee, unless the disposition be 
fraudulent.” 

In the case of real estate chi with debts, executors in 
whom the legal fee is vested (which, since the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897, includes all executors) can sell until the lapse of 
twenty years from the testator’s death, but after that period it 
is not safe to take a title to real estate from such executors 
without an inquiry whether any debts remain unpaid. This was 
so laiddown in Re Tangueray Willaume to Landau (30 W. R. 801, 
20 Ch. D. 465), but according to Re Whistler and Richardson (35 
W. R. 662, 35 Ch. D. 561) and Rs Venn and Furze (42. W. B. 
440 ; 1894, 2 Ch. 101), there is no similar limitation of time in 
the case of executors selling leaseholds. In Re Whistler xt was 
pointed out by Kay, J., that it is not merely the debts of 
the testator which an executor may have to pay out of his personal 

roperty ; he may have incurred expenses of administration, and 
fo may have to raise money by pledge or mortgage of the 
pers mal property of the testator, and these are matters for which 
it is es:ential that he should retain the power of dealing with 
the assets of the testator, Andin Rs Venn and Furse Srrapive, J., 
says: ‘ Where a person who fills the position of an executor is 
found selling or mortgaging part of his testator’s estate, he 


‘is presumed to be acting in the discharge of the duties imposed 


upon him as executor, unless there is something in the 
transaction which shews the contrary.” The rule may, perhaps, 
be shortly stated thus: ‘ Executors and administrators are 
masters of their testator’s or intestate’s personal assets, 
including terms of years, and it will be assumed that they may 
dispose of them as they please, and without question, unless it is 
shewn that the disposition is an improper one.” 

Having regard to the above-mentioned authorities, the recent 
decision of nr. Justice Kexawios in Re Ferrell's Contract (51 
W. R. 73; 1903, 1 Ch. 65), that an exeoutrix purporting to sell 
leaseholds within twenty years from the testator’s death could 
not force the title on a purchas-r, on account of a verbal (or, to 
speak more accurately, a telephonic) admission by her solicitors 
that there were no debts remaining due from the testator’s 
estate, is somewhat puzzling, According to the decisions of 





Mances Kexewicn, J., held that the case was one in which it 





Kay, J, and Sriatino, J, it is the other expenses besides debts 
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which an executor dealing with a testator’s personal property 
may have to pay which renders his power of selling leaseholds 
much less limited, and less open to question, than his power of 
selling real estate, and it is difficult to understand why the 
executor’s power should be gone merely because he has 
admitted that there are no debts, it not being shewn that there are 
no other expenses or reasons which require a sale, and the 
property still remaining vested in him. KexeEwicn, J., appears 
to have held that it was for the executrix to shew that there were 
expenses other than debts rendering the sale necessary, but it is 
submitted that that is a complete reversal of the rule as at 
present understood, which throws the onus of shewing a sale 
of personal property by an executor to be improper upon the 
purchaser from him. The question is of some importance 
in respect of the title to leasehold property, and it would be 
satisfactory if the decision in Re Verrell’s Contract could be 
reviewed. 








Reviews. 


Local: Government Law. 


THE MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS ACTS, AND OTHER ENACTMENTS 
RELATING TO THE POWERS AND DUTIES OF MunIcIPAL CorPorRaA- 
TIONS THEREUNDER. By the late Sir CuRIstOPHER RAWLINSON, 
Chief Justice of Madras. Nintu Epition. By Joun F. P. 
Rawson, K.C., and J, A. JoHNsTON, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet 
& Maxwell (Limited), 


Locat GOVERNMENT LAW AND LEGISLATION, 1902, Arranged and 
Edited by W. H. Dumspay, Barrister-at-Law. Hadden, Best, 
& Co, 

SHaw’s Locat GOVERNMENT MANUAL FoR 1903. Shaw & Sons. 

The new edition of Sir Christopher Rawlinson’s work will be very 
welcome; the eighth edition was issued shortly after the passing 
of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, and no work having 
precisely the same scope has been published in recent years. The 
ninth edition is practically a new work. Both Parliament and the 
courts have added largely to the law relating to municipal corpora- 
tions since. 1852, and the present edition appears to be fully up to date 
as to statute and case law. Itis evident that great care has been 
bestowed upon the preparation of the notes and the arrangement of 
the work, and the result reflects credit upon the editors. The value 
of this work is greatly enhanced by one of the best indices which we 
have seen in any modern text-book. 

Mr. Dumsday’s collection of the past year’s statutes and case law 
relating to local government is becoming a hardy annual, and the 
new edition fully justifies its existence. Amongst the Acts of last 
Session, the Education Act and the Metropolis Water Act figure 
largely, but many other Acts dealing with local government are 
included in this volume, and the digest of cases shews a large addition 
to the reported decisions on the subject. j 

A word of notice is due to Messrs. Shaw & Sons’ Local Government 
Manual. It serves as a directory to local authorities of every kind, 
with the exception—to our thinking somewhat unfortunate — of 
parish councils, and it contains much information as to the composi- 
tion of those bodies and their officers which is of use to those who 
have dealings with them, 





Sale of Goods. 


THe LAW RELATING TO CONTRACT OF SALE OF Goops: SIx 
LEcTURES DELIVERED AT THE REQUEST OF THE CoUNCIL OF LEGAL 
EpvucaTion. By WILLIAM WILLIS, Judge of County Courts. 
Stevens & Haynes, 


Those who are acquainted with Judge Willis’s lectures on the Law 
of Negotiable Securities will see with pleasure that he has treated in 
a similar manner the law of the sale of goods. Any such treatment 
must of necessity now be based on the Sale of Goods Act, 1893; but 
this useful piece of codification is, in the learned author’s opinion, far 
from faultless; nor does it dispense with the necessity for the careful 
study of the leading judicial authorities upon which its provisions are 
founded. Accordingly, the lectures will be found to contain an 
exceedingly suggestive and stimulating examination of the principles 
of the subject, and it may be specially recommended to the student for 
its luminous handling of the fundamental ideas upon which the contract 
of sale is founded. The distinction between contract and conveyance, 
between property and possession, between express and implied 
contracts, is brought out in a manner which cannot fail at once to 





interest and instruct. We may refer also to the lucid explanation 
which the author gives of the effect of usage in adding terms to g 
written contract, and of the essentials of the memorandum in writi 
which makes the contract enforceable. The book is well worthy of 
perusal alike by student and practitioner. 





Estate Duty. 


THE FINANCE ACT, 1894, AND THE AcTs AMENDING THE SAME so Fyp 
AS THEY RELATE TO THE DEATH DUTIES, AND MORE ESPECIALLY 19 
EsTaTE Duty AND SETTLEMENT EsTATE Duty. WITH AN INTRo- 
DUCTION AND NOTES, AND AN APPENDIX. By JoHN Evstacg 
Harman, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. SEconp Epirion. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 


Since the Finance Act, 1894, was passed there have been a con- 
siderable number of decisions upon the complicated provisions which 
it introduced - with regard to estate duty, and deficiencies in the Act 
have been remedied by subsequent legislation. Mr. Harman in the 
present edition of his useful work on the Act has introduced the 
later authorities and statutes, and has presented the whole subject in 
avery convenient and concise form. The principle of the Act of 
1894, according to Lord Macnaghten in Earl Cowley’s case (47 W. R. 
525; 1899, A. C. 198), is that whenever property changes hands on 
death the State is entitled to step in and take toll of the property as 
it passes, without regard to its destination or to the degree of rela- 
tionship (if any) that may have subsisted between the deceased and the 
person or persons succeeding ; and for the practitioner who wishes to 
see as quickly as possible how this principle is carried out in any 
given case, the present work can be safely recommended. The notes 
to section 6 contain a collection of the cases (including the most 
recent—Re Fernside (51 W. R. 186) ) which determine the incidence of 
the duty upon different parts of a testator’s estate, and the Act is 
conveniently printed over again without notes (save to indicate parts 
repealed) in the appendix, 





Procedure. 


GIBSON AND WELDON’S STUDENT'S PRACTICE OF THE COURTS: BEING 
A PRACTICAL EXPOSITION OF THE PROCEEDINGS IN THE SUPREME 
CouRT OF JUDICATURE IN ENGLAND, INCLUDING APPEALS TO THE 
HovsEe oF Lorps. INTENDED SPECIALLY FOR CANDIDATES AT 
THE FINAL AND Honours EXAMINATIONS OF THE LAW SOCIETY. 
SEVENTH EpiT1Ion. Edited by ArrHuR WELDON and H. Gipson 
Rivineton, M.A. (Oxon.), Solicitors. The Law Notes Publishing 
Office. 


A new edition of Messrs. Gibson and Weldon’s Student’s Practice 
testifies to the popularity to which that convenient and clearly- 
written exposition of practice has attained. The last few years 
have.not been marked by extensive changes of procedure. Most 
important perhaps are the new R.S.C. of July, 1902, and these, 
as well as other alterations, have been duly noted. After an 
account in Part I. of the Supreme Court of Judicature, the authors 
deal in Part II. with the practice common to all the divisions, and in 
Part ITI. with proceedings peculiar to the Chancery Division. We 
may notice in particular as matters of practical importance, which are 
treated in a very lucid and satisfactory manner, service of writs and 
other documents (p. 81), payment into court (p. 104), the procedure 
under order 14 (p. 134), and costs (p. 278). The book is well arranged 
and printed, and in the present edition will continue to be a useful 
manual for students and a handy guide, also, to the practitioner. 





The Statutes of 1902. 


STATUTES OF PRACTICAL UTILITY PASSED IN 1902, ARRANGED IN 
ALPHABETICAL ORDER IN CONTINUATION oF ‘CHITTY'S 
STaTUTES.”” Witn Notes, INCORPORATED ENACTMENTS, AND 
SELECTED STATUTORY RuiEs. By J. M. Lety, M.A., Barrister- 
at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


This edition of the Acts of 1902 is particularly valuable for the 
careful and complete way in which the Education Act is annotated, 
the notes almost constituting a treatise in themselves, while the reader 
has the advantage of having the full text of the Act above the notes. 
Besides the footnotes, the editor has added at the end of the Act 
‘* Additional Notes,” in which he deals with the history of education, 
elementary and otherwise, education rates, education committees, 
trust deeds, and other matters. The Licensing Act, 1902, also 
receives full annotation, and the official circulars which have been 
issued in relation to each of these Acts are given. The other Acts of 
the session are annotated where necessary ; the Metropolis Water Act, 





1902, apparently calling for few obsevations. The book is one which 
the lawyer will find useful to have at his elbow, 
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Books Received. 


An Encyclopeedia of Forms and Precedents other than Court Forms. 
By Eminent Conveyancing and Commercial Counsel, under the General 
Editorship of ARTHUR UNDERHILL, M.A., LL.D., Barrister-at-Law ; 
assisted by CHARLES OTTO BiaGpEN, M.A., Barrister-at-Law; and 
Witt1AM E. C. Baynes, B.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Vol. ITI.: 
Building Societies to Commission. Butterworth & Co. 


Company Precedents for Use in Relation to Companies Subject to 
the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. Part III.: Debentures and 
Debenture Stock, including Debentures, Trust Deeds, Stock Certifi- 
cates, Resolutions, Prospectuses, Writs, Pleadings, Judgments, Orders, 
Receiverships, Notices, Miscellaneous. With Copious Notes. Ninth 
Edition. By Francis Beavurort PALMER, Barrister - at - Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). Price 2és. 

Year-Books of the Reign of King Edward the Third. Years XVII. 
and XVIII. Edited and Translated by Luke Owen Pixkr, M.A,, 
Barrister-at-Law. His Majesty’s Stationery Office. 


The Law of Public Education in England and Wales: A Practical 
Guide to its Administration. By G. EpwarvrEs JONES, Barrister-at- 
law, and J.C. G. Syxrs. Rivingtons. 


The Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, and the Workmen’s Compensa- 
tion Acts, 1897 and 1900, with the Statutes Relating to and Cases 
Decided on these Acts-in England, Scotland, and Ireland; and the 
Rules of Procedure thereunder and Forms. By ALFRED HENRY 
Rurcc, K.C. Sixth Edition. Butterworth & Co. 


The Law and Practice on Enfranchisements and Commutations, as 
well by the Common Law as under the Copyhold Act, 1894, and other 
Acts, with Practical Directions; together with the Copyhold Act, 
1894, fully Annotated, and an Appendix of Forms, Precedents, 
Statutes, &e. By ARcHIBALD Brown, Barrister-at-Law. Third 
Edition. Butterworth & Co. 


The Elements of Mercantile Law. By T. M. Stevens, D.C.L., 
Barrister-at-Law. Fourth Edition. By Hrrbert Jacoss, B.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 


The Education Act, 1902, with Notes; together with a Summary 
of the Existing Law, and of the Provisions of the Education Act, 
1902; Hints to Education Committees and Voluntary School 
Managers as to Steps Necessary Before the Act Comes into Force ; 
Memoranda of the Board of Education; Draft Schemes for Education 
Committees, and for Grouping Voluntary Schools, &c. By 
MonTAGvE Bartow, LL.D., M.A., Barrister-at-Law, and H. Macan, 
M.A. Second Edition. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & Sons. 


An Epitome of Leading Conveyancing and Equity Cases; with 
Some Short Notes Thereon, Chiefly Intended as a Guide to Tudor’s 
Leading Cases on Conveyancing, and White and Tudor’s Leading 
Cases in Equity. By Joun InpDERMAUR, Solicitor. Ninth Edition. 
By Cuartes Tuwalres, Solicitor. Stevens & Haynes. 


The Workmen’s Compensation Acts, 1897 to 1900, with Notes; and 
an Appendix containing the Rules and Regulations under the Acts ; 
the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, &c. By W. ADDINGTON WILLIs, 
LL.B. (Lond.), Barrister-at-Law. Eighth Edition. Butterworth & 
Co.; Shaw & Sons. 


The Law Quarterly Review. Edited by Sir FrEpERIcK POLLocK, 
Bart., D.C.L., LL.D. April, 1903. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

A Report of the Facts of the Copyright Action brought by Edward 
Abbott Parry, Plaintiff, against Alexander Moring and Israel Gollancz, 
Defendants, heard before Mr. Justice Farwell in the High Court of 
Justice, Chancery Division, on the 3rd of April, 1903: with a Corre- 
spondence in the Times between Dr. Furnival and the Plaintiff. 
Sherratt & Hughes. 

The Relation of Property to Tube Railways: A Lecture Delivered 
before the Solicitors’ Managing ,Clerks’ Association, in the Inner 
Temple, on the 18th of March, 1903. By Mavricz Powe.t, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 








Mr. Arthur Elliot, the new Financial Secretary to the Treasury, is, says 
the Globe, an addition to the legal element in the Government. He was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 1870—the inn where Mr. Hayes 
Fisher, his predecessor in the Ministry, joined the bar nine years later. 
Mr. Elliot was once a practising member of the Northern Circuit, while 
Mr. Hayes Fisher became acquainted with things forensic on the Oxford 
Circuit. 


The death is announced of Sir Thomas Thornton, town clerk of Dundee, 
who died on ‘Tuesday at his residence in Dundee after about twelve hours’ 
iliness, He was going to his office when he staggered in the public 
thoroughfare and fainted, and subsequently died from heart failure. He 
was admitted a law agent in 1851 and established a legal business in 
Dundee and was for fiity years prominently identified with the municipal 
affairs of the town of Dundee and the county of Forfar, 


Correspondence. 


Touting. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—I should like to take the opinion of your readers on the 
following point : 

Twice within the last two months clients have brought me abstracts 
of title-sent to them direct by the vendor’s solicitors. In each case 
the abstract has been accompanied by a letter stating, in effect, that 
if they cared to instruct them (the vendor’s solicitors) to act on their 
(the purchasers’) behalf, great expense would be saved. 

Is it in keeping with the traditions of our profession to ‘‘ tout” for 
work in this way? Surely, apart from the considerations affecting 
the responsibility of a solicitor acting for both vendor and purchaser, 
it is desirable that the invitation to so act should come from the 
purchaser without such very direct solicitation. C. H. BARHAM. 

5 and 6 Bishopsgate-street Without, E.C., April 21. 





The Long Vacation. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—That part of the Bar Council Report which deals with the 
question of the Long Vacation will have been read with great dis- 
appointment by the majority of the bar. Its short effect is that the 
only support which the Council have been able to obtain to the 
resolutions adopted at the annual general meeting of the bar held in 
1901, in favour of the Long Vacation commiencing on the Ist of 
August and terminating on the 12th of October, has come ‘‘ from the 
bench of the Middle Temple,” after ‘‘communication with the 
benches of the four Inns of Court and with the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society.’ 

I would express the: hope that the bar resolution of 1901 will be 
moved again at the 1903 meeting, to be held shortly; that the 
learned bodies which decline to give their support to it on principle 
be respectfully asked to give their reasons for doing so, and that the 
opinion of both branches of the profession be taken by way of 
referendum through circulars addressed to each barrister and solicitor 
having an address in the Law List. The question asked might be: 
‘** Are you or are you not in favour of an earlier commencement and 
termination of the Long Vacation on the lines of the resolution 
carried at the bar meeting of 1901 in favour of commencement on the 
1st of August and termination on the 12th of October ?” K. Q 

Temple, April 18. 





Mortgages of Ground-rents. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ]} 


Sir,—Referring to the last part of the Current Topic in your issue 
of the 18th of April as to the power of trustees to advance on mort« 
gage of freehold ground-rents, is it quite exact to suggest that 
Vickery v. Evans (33 Beav. 376) enables trustees to ignore the 
statutory requirement that the amount of the loan should not exceed 
‘two equal third-parts of the value of the property as stated in the 
surveyor’s report”’ ? 

If the ‘‘ value of the property’ here means the value of the land 
and the house upon it, then trustees might be entitled to ignore your 
suggested requirements that ‘‘ there should be such a margin as would 
allow for variation in the number of years’ purchase which ground- 
rents will from time to time realize,”’ and would most often be enabled 
to advance the full value of the ground-rent, 

If the words ‘‘ value of the property’ mean the saleable value of 
‘the ground-rent, then trustees would only, it would seem, be able to 
advance two-thirds of that saleable value, and Vickery v. Evans has 
been overridden by the Trustee Act, 1893. 

In any event we would suggest that the facts in Vickery v. Evans 
are peculiar, and it is doubtful if the case could be relied on. 

April 22. Y. & §. 

[See observations under “‘ Current Topics.”-—Ep. S..J.] 


- 





Thomson v. Gill. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ J_urnal.] 

Sir,—Referring to your comment (p. 428) on the decision in Thomsen 
v. Gill, you do not appear to deal with the whole of the grounds of the 
decision. 

Section 76 of the Judicature Act, 1873, provides that “all Acts 
of Parliament relating to the several courts and judges whose juris- 
diction is hereby transferred to the High Court, or wherein any of 
such courts or judges are mentioned or referred to shall be construed 





and take effect so far as relates to anything done or to be done after 
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the commencement of this Act as if the High Court of Justice and 
the judges thereof had been named therein instead of such courts or 
judges whose jurisdiction is so transferred.” 

Therefore, as from the commencement of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
section 4 of the Judgments Extension Act, 1868, is amended as 
follows :— 

“The High Court of Justice . . shall have and exercise the 
same control and jurisdiction over any judgment or decreet and over 
any. certificate of such judgment or decreet registered under this 
Act in such court . . . as it now has and exercises over any 
judgment . . . inits own court, but in so far only as relates to 
execution under this Act.” 

By section 25, sub-section 8, of the Judicature Act, 1873, a receiver 
may be appointed by an interlocutory order of the High Court in all 
cases in which it shall appear to the court to be just or convenient, 
and, as the appointment of a receiver is described as ‘‘ equitable 
execution ” in ord. 50, r. 1da (Supreme Court Rules), since the com- 
mencement of the Judicature Act, 1873, ‘‘ equitable execution ”’ is one 
of the forms of ‘‘ execution’’ open to a creditor who registers his 
Scotch judgment in the High Court under the Act of 1868. 

EMANUEL & SiuMonpDs. 

19, Finsbury-circus, April 20. 

[The available reports of the case do not seem to notice section 76 
of the Judicature Act, 1873, and we wrote without referring to it. It 
may still be questioned whether the amendment gets over the difficulty 
of the word ‘‘now” in section 4 of the Judgments Extension Act, 
1868, but the light thrown on the matter by our correspondents 
makes the decision casicr to understand.—Eb. S..J.] 





that being thereby exempted, the registrar at Northallerton is bound to 


register. (See Key and Elphinstone’s Precedents in Conveyancing (6th 
ed.), vol. 2, p. 248; and Alpe’s Stamp Duties (8th ed.), p. 195.) Your 
letter to him of 1st of January, 1900, states that the board are of opinion 
that as a public official he might properly refuse to act upon any instra- 
ment so long as it is inoperative by reason of its not being properly 
stamped, and that in all such cases he should require the production ofa 
properly stamped discharge. 

We submit that the receipt in question does not come under this 
category, and we shall be glad to hear that after the explanation we haye 
now given you concur in this conclusion,—Yours faithfully, 

MippuieTon & Sons, 

The Secretary, Inland Revenue, Somerset House, London, W.C. 


Somerset House, London, W.C., 19th March, 1903, 
Gentlemen,—In reply to your letter of the 10th instant, I am directed by 
the Board of Inland Revenue to inform you that in their opinion a memoran- 
dum such as thatreferred to by you, containing as it does an admission, that 
all the principal and interest secured by the instrument has been repaid, is 
a “‘ discharge ’’ within the meaning of the first schedule to the Stamp Act, 
1891, and is chargeable with duty accordingly at the rate of 6d. for every 
£100 of the total amount at any time secured.—I am, Gentlemen, your 
obedient servant, E. G. Kooptey, Secretary, 
Messrs. Middleton & Sons. 





A Venerable Practitioner. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—If Mr. Munton wants to find a venerable practitioner, let 
him search the Law Lists passim from 1801 to 1877, and I think that 
he will regularly find the name of Mr. Murray, who was called in 





Stamp on Receipt Indorsed on Equitable 
Mortgage. 


The following correspondence has passed between the Registrar 
of the North Riding Registry of Deeds, Northallerton, and Messrs. 
Middleton & Sons, of Leeds, and between the latter and the Inland 
Revenue (Stamp Duty) Department : 


Northallerton, 24th February, 1903. 
Holmes to Wadsworth. 

Dear Sirs,—I am sorry that I have to return you this mortgage with 
receipt indorsed, copy and 5s. I am not aware of anything in the 
(orkshire Registries Act or rules authorizing me to accept for registration 
an ordinary receipt for the payment of money secured upon mortgage. If 
the receipt is stamped with ad valorem duty as a release, it can be received 
in evidence of the cancellation of the instrument, and an affidavit can then 
be enrolled of the discharge of the mortgage under rule 15. I have made 
a provisional entry in accordance with rule 13 (2),—Yours faithfuliy, 

Cuarits E. 8. Rryerosr, Registrar. 

Messrs. Middleton & Sons, Solicitors, Leeds. 

Leeds, 2nd March, 1903. 
18103,—8.—1899. 

Dear Sir,—The registrar at the Deeds Registry Office at Northallerton, 
has favoured us with copics of your letters to him of 24th of November, 
1899, and the Ist of January, 1900, with regard to the registration of 
statutory releases. We should be much obliged if you would kindly 
favour us with a reference to such sections of the Stamp Acts as require 
duty impressing upon the statutory releases indorsed on building society 
mortgages in pursuance of section 42 of the Building Societies Act, 1874. 
—Yours faithfully, Mipvieton & Sons. 

The Secretary, Inland Revenue, Somerset House, London. 

Somerset House, London, W.C., 7th March, 1903. 

Gentlemen,—In reply to your letter of the 4th (’ 2nd) instant, I am 
directed by the Board of Inland Revenue to inform you that the letters to 
the registrar of the North Riding Registry of Deeds were not intended to 
refer to receipts in the statutory form indorsed on mortgages to building 
societies incorporated under the Building Societies Act, 1874, as such 
receipts are within the exemption conferred by section 41 of that Act.—I 
am, Gentlemen, your obedient servant, 

Hi. Bauzierr, Assistant Secretary. 

Mesers. Middleton & Sons. 

Leeds, 10th March, 1903. 
Iz Registration of Reccip's.—693.—S8.—1903. 

Dear Sir,—We are much obliged for your letter of 7th iust., which 
quite disposes of our preliminary anxieties with regard to statutory 
receipts on building society mortgages. 

We will now address ourselves to the question of a receipt (not being a 
statutory receipt under a building society mortgage) indorsed upon a second 
mortgage (4.¢., a mortgage of an equitable interest), such second mortgage 
being duly stamped. As to this we call your attention to the Schedule to 
the Stamp Act, 181, under the head “ receipt.’’ ‘The eleventh of the 
exemptions there enumerated includes the case of a receipt indorsed upon 
sr stamped iustrument and acknowledging the receipt of the money 
thereby . The receipt we specially refer to is as follows: ‘‘ Received 
on the 23rd day of January, 1903, all principal and interest moneys secured 
by the within written indenture.”’ 

We contend that this receipt not only extinguishes the equitable 

, but is exempt from even the stamp duty of one penny as falling 


1800. I write from memory, but I think his call was on the Ist of 
May. His is the longest record on the Law List that I remember. 
E. T, HARGRAVES. 
3, Abchurch-lane, E.C., April 22. 








Points to be Noted. 
Conveyancing. 
a 

Tie Rule against Perpetuities—Child en ventre sa mere.—The 
rule against perpetuities allows the absolute ownership to be suspended 
for a life or lives in being and for twenty-one years afterwards, and 
for the purposes of the rule a child en ventre sa mére is treated as a life 
in being. And this principle as to a child en ventre sa mére does not 
depend upon its being for the benefit of the child that he should be 
treated as a living person. If he is en ventre sa mére at the death of 
the testator, and if he is born alive, then for all the purposes of the 
limitations of the will, he is to be treated as having been born at the 
testator’s death. Hence where under the will of a testatrix lands were, 
in the events that happened, limited by way of equitable contingent 
remainders—to which the rule against perpetuities applies—to the 
third son of A., born or to be born, and after his death to his first 
and other sons successively in tail male, and at the death of the 
testatrix the third son of A. was en ventre ea mére, it was held that, 
notwithstanding the uncertainty whether the unborn child was a son 
or would be born alivé, yet such third son was to be treated as a living 
person at the death of the testatrix, so that the limitations subse- 
quent to his life estate were not obnoxious to the rule against per- 
petuities.—Rz Witmer, Moore v. Winartetp (Buckley, J., Feb. 
19) (51 W. R. 395). 


Consolidation of Mortzages.—Section 17 of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881, debars a mortgagee from consolidating mortgages on 
separate properties, and entitles the mortgagor to redeem any one of 
such mortgages without paying off the others. But the section only 
applies “if and as far as a contrary intention is not expressed in the 
mortgage decds or one of them.” Hence where, of several mortgage 
deeds, only the first contains a proviso excluding section 17, this 
operates so as to exclude the section from the subsequent mortgages 
as well, and the person in whom all the mortgages are vested has the 
right to consolidate them.—Rr Saumon (Wright, J., Dec. 3) (51 
W. R. 288). : 








There are not a few miscarriages of justice, says the St. James's Gaxtle, 
for which we can all forgive the bench. One of them was in the case of 
the Yorkshire poacher whose tackle had been found near the scene of his 
capture, but who pleaded that the things were not his. His lawyer took 
up the plea and won the case, ‘I suppose I go for good?” asked the 
poacher, turning to the magistrate as he left the dock. ‘‘ Yes,” was the 
answer. ‘‘ And I can’t be browt up again for this ’ere offence?” ‘' No, 
said the magistrate, ‘‘ You’re sartin’’’ the man exclaimed m some excite- 
ment; and he whs assured that there was no doubt at all. ‘‘ Then,” said 
he, “1’d thank you, your worship, to kindly give back my line an’ my 
ferret |”’ 





within the eleventh exemption under the head “receipt ” above quoted, aryl 
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Result of Appeals. 
Appeal Court I. 


(From County Courts.) 
(In re the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897.) 


fn the Matter,” &c. Legal Representatives of Atkinson, deceased 
(Applicant) r. Lumb (Respondent). Appeal of respondent from award 
of County Court (Yorkshire, Todmorden), set down Angust 18, 1982. 
Dismissed with costs. April 21. 


In the Matter, c. Elvin (Applicant) ». Woodward & Co. (Respondents). 
Appeal of applicant from award of County Court (Middlesex, Shore- 
ditch), set down August 20, 1902 (security ordered, December 8, 1902). 
Allowed with costs ; Stirling, L.J., dissenting. April 21. — 


In the Matter, &c. Fred E. Parker (Applicant) +. Morrison & Mason 
(Respondents). Appeal of respondents from award of County Court 
(Shropshire, Cleobury Mortimer), set down October 20, 1902. Dis- 
missed with costs. April 21. 


In the Matter, &c. McDonough (Applicant) +. Harkers & Sons 
(Respondents). Appeal of respondents from award of County Court 
(Yorkshire, Middlesbrough), set down October 27, 1902. Dismissed 
with costs. April 21, 


In the Matter, &c. Kiteley, Applicant v. Edmondson, Respondent. 
App?al of respondent from award of County Court (Middlesex, 
Clerkenwell), set down Noy. 5, 1902. Dismissed with costs. April 21. 


In the Matter, &c. Weavings, Applicant v. Kirk & Randall, Respondents. 
Appeal of applicant from award of County Court (Kent, Woolwich), 
set down Nov. 12, 1902. New trial ordered. April 22. : 

In the Matter, &c. Ives, Applicant v. Langley, Respondent. Appeal of 
applicant from award of County Court (Norfolk, King’s Lynn), set 
down Dec. 3, 1902. Allowed with costs. April 22. 


In‘the Matter, &c, Sarah Jane Golding, Applicant v. Cochrane & Co., 
Respondents. Appeal of applicant from award of County Court 
(Worcestershire, Dudley), set down Dec. 8, 1902. Struck out for 
want of appearance. April 22. 


In the Matter, &c. French (Applicant) ». Underwood’ and Another (Re- 
spondents). Appeal of applicant from award of County Court 
(Lancashire, Ashton-under-Lyne), set down Dec. 8, 1902. Allowed 
with costs. April 22. 

Inthe Matter, &c. Preston (Applicant) v, Wade & Co. (Respondents). 
Appeal of respondents from award of County Court (Warwickshire, 
Birmingham), set Gown Dec. 11, 1902. Dismissed with costs. 
April 22. 

John Keane (Applicant) ». W. Nash (Respondent). Appeal of applicant 
from award of County Court Surrey, Southwark), set down Dec. 13, 
1902. Dismissed with costs. April 23. 


Alfred G. Stevens (Applicant) v. General Steam Navigation Co. (Limited), 
(Respondents). Appeal of respondents from award of County Court 
——D Southwark), set down Dec. 16, 1902. Dismissed with costs, 
April 26, 


W. C. Rickard (Applicant) », E. Alcot (Respondent). Appeal of respon- 
dent from award of County Court (Middlesex, Westminster), set down 
Feb. 19, 1903. Dismissed with costs. April 23. 


Garbutt (Applicant) v. Ashington Coal Co. (Limited) (Respondents). 
Appeal of applicant from award of County Court (Northumberland, 
Morpeth), set down Feb, 25, 1903. Dismissed with costs. April 23. 


Appeal Court II. 
(Original Motions.) 


Jaeger v, Mansions Consolidated (Limited). Application of defendants 

ra ey pending appeal to the House of Lords. Dismissed with costs. 
pril 21, 
(Interlocutory List,) 

Inre Raggett, dec. Hodgkinson v. Raggett. Appeal of defendant from 
order of Mr. Justice Ridley (set down March 28, 1903, in this list by 
order—produce order). Allowed withcosts. April 22. 

Clissold v. The Liverpool Corn Trade Association (Limited) and Others. 
Sivepodt D.R.) Appeal of defendants from order of Mr. Justice 
Farwell (set down April 8, 1903). Dismissed with costs; Romer, L.J. 
dissenting. April 23. 

Bennett v, Holliday, Wise & Co. Appeal of defendants from order of the 
V ice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster (set down April 
4, 1903). Settled on terms suggested by court; no costs. April 23. 

{Compiled by Mr. Anrnur F. Cuarrie, Shorthand Writer.] 








An illustration of the delay in the Court of Appeal is, says the Globe, 
afforded by the case of Krell v. Henvy. This was the case in which Mr. 
ustice Darling decided that the owners of Coronation stands, and not the 
feat-holders, must bear the loss involved in the tponement of the 
Cremony. The appeal against Mr. Justice Darling’s judgment was 


tered for hearing nearly eight months ago. 


Cases of the Week. * 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. DUKE OF NORTHUMBERLAND AND OTHERS. 
Ridley, J. 29th and 30th March ;.2Ist April. 


Ixtand Revenve—Svccession Dury —New Svcorss1on — ALtENATION— 
Succrssion Dury Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vier. ec. 51), s. 15, 


This was an information by the Attorney-General claiming suecessiqn 
duty on behalf of the Crown, the defendants being the Duke ‘of 
Northumberland, Miss Caroline Murray, and Mr. C. W. Bell, The case 
turned upon the construction of section 15 of the Succession Duty Act, 
1853, the material words of which are as follows: ‘‘ And where after the 
time appointed for the commencement of this Act any succession shall, 
before the successor shall have become entitled thereto or the income 
thereof in possession, have become vested by alienation or by any title not 
conferring a new succession in any other person, then, the duty payable in 
respect thereof shall be paid at the same rate and time as the same would 
have been payable if no such alienation had been made or derivative title 
created; and where the title to any succession shall be accelerated 
by the surrender or extinction of any interests, then the duty 
thereon shall be payable at the same time and in the same 
manner as if no such alteration had been made.” The following statement 
of the facts and arguments is taken from the judgment : By a settlement 
dated the 19th of April, 1817, large estates in Northumberland were 
limited to certain uses, and in 1867 (in the events which had happened) 
stood limited to the use of the sixth Duke of Northumberland, with 
remainder to his eldest son in tail male. In 1868 disentailing deeds were ex- 
ecuted giving a joint power of appointment to the sixth duke and his eldest 
son, Earl Percy, now seventh tule: and in December, 1870, a parcel of land 
which was part of the estates so brought into settlement was conveyed to 
Lord James Murray in fee. In 1874 Lord James Murray died, having 
devised his estates to his wife ; and in 1888 the wife died, haying devised 
them to her daughter, Miss Murray, one of the defendants. She 
succession duty under 16 & 17 Vict. c. 5, s. 10, and 51 Vict. c. 8, s. 21, at 
the rate of 1} on the value-of the interest of her mother (considered as 
an annuity) in the real estate so devised to her, including this 
particular parcel of land. On the 2nd of January, 1899, the sixth Duke 
of Northumberland died, and it was now contended that succession duty 
became payable on his death in respect of this piece of land at the rate of 
6} percent. But it was not contended, having regard to the date of the 
sale to Lord James Murray, that the 10th section of the Finance Act, 
1894, applied, and therefore it was asked that the percentage should be 
calculated on the value of the intérest considered as an annuity under 
section 21 of the Succession Duty Act, 1853. For the Crown it was con- 
tended that on a disposition of property being made, no title to the 
property can be free of the duty, though such duty is only payable on the 
succession coming into possession; that if Lord James Murray had 
outlived the sixth duke, it was not denied that duty would have been 
payable ; that this particular case could not be distinguished and was 
within the words of the 15th section of the Succession Duty Act, 1853, 
For the defendants it was contended that. no duty was payable 
except that payable by Miss Murray on the new devolution ; that the 
original succession was gone by reason of the disentailing deeds of 1868 ; 
that, if not, no succession in real property can be subject to double ae 
and that section 15 did not apply to this case because here was a “ 
conferring a new succession,” that is to say, a title derived from Lord 
James Murray which conferred a succession on their daughter. The 
following cases were referred to in the course of the argument: Soliciter- 
General v. The Law Reversionary Interest. Society (21 W.R. 854, L. R. 8 Exch. 
233), Re Cooper and Allen (25 W. R. 301, 4 Ch. D., p. 802), Wolverton v. 
The Attorney-General (47 W. R. 97; 1898, A. C., p, 535), Cer. adv. eutt, 


Rivtey, J., gave judgment for the Crown. In the course of his judg- 
ment, after setting out the above facts and dealing at length with the cases, 
he said as follows : It was urged that the Legislature could not have been 
intended that there should be two successions on which the duty is 
to be payable on one property, and that ——— would have some weight 
but for the observation of the Attorney-General that the liability created 
by the statute being well known, it is provided for ‘on alienation between 
vendor and purchaser. Given that, ‘according to the principle of the Act, 
property which has once been disposed of so as to confer a succession 
continues liable to the duty, it is in accordance with such principle that 
mere alienation should not put an end to that liability, even ifthe words of 
the 15th section did not so provide. Then, when the alienee so disposes of 
the property as to create a succession, that isa new succession which brings 
its own liability under the principal section of the Act, It was, however, 
contended, further, that by virtue of the disentailing deeds of 1858 giving a 
joint power of appointment to the sixth and seventh dukes, the original 
succession had been brought to an end by virtue of the overriding force af 
the statute for the ‘abolition of fines and recoveries. For this, however, 
there is in my judgment no authority. That Act bas simply the effect of 
doing away with the ancient procedure and a a simple method 
of getting in the fee simple. I think the Duke of Northumber' and, being 
the successor within sections 42 and 44, is liable to duty, and that there 
must be judgment for the Crown against -him and Miss Murray at 6} per 
cent. on the value of the succession considered as an annuity. —Coensm, 
Sir R. B. Funlay, A.G., Sir B. Carson, 8.G., and Vaughan Hawkins ; Haldane, 
K.C., Danckwerts, K.C., and Austen Cartmeli.. Sorrcrnons, Solicitor te the 
Inland Revenne; Beil, Steward, May, § Hav, 





_ | Reported by Atay Hoae, Bsg., Bayristerat-Law,) 
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Cases of Last Sittings. 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


DRISCOLL (Appellant) v. BATTERSEA BOROUGH COUNCIL (Respondents). 
Div. Court, 7th and 8th April. 


Merrorotis— New Street — Pavine Expenses — ‘ Owner ’’— Bur.pine 
AGREEMENT — INTENDED Lesser — Lianmiry or Owner — MeErRopo.is 
Manacement Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vict. c. 120), s. 250. 
This was a case stated by John Rose, Esq., metropolitan police 

magistrate at the South-Western police-court. The appellant was 

summoned to answer a claim by the respondents under the Metropolis 

Management Act for £352, being a sum apportioned by the respondents 

on the 24th of July, 1901, in respect of certain premises of which it was 

alleged the appellant was the owner, and being the proportion payable in 
respect of such premises towards the expenses of paving a new street called 

Thurleigh-road, Wandsworth-common, upon which the premises abutted. 

The question raised was whether the appellant was ‘‘ owner” and liable 

as such to pay the amount. By section 250 of the Act of 1855 the word 

‘** owner”? means the person who js ‘‘ for the time being receiving the rack- 

rent of the lands or premises in connection with which the said word is 

used, whether on his own account or as agent or trustee for any other 
rson, or who would so receive the same if such land or premises were 
et at a rack-rent.’”’ F. B. was the freeholder of the premises, and on the 
31st of May, 1898, a building agreement was made between him and the 
appellant. This agreement provided that it should be lawful for the 
appellant, who was described as the intended lessee, to enter upon and 
retain possession of the land in question, and that he should erect thirty- 
two houses upon it, and that until leases had been granted of all the plots 
included in the land he should pay to F. B., described as the intended 
lessor, a rent of £200 per annum. The intended lessor was given a power 
to distrain on the premises for any part.of the £200 which might be in 
arrear. On payment by the intended lessee of all the moneys due to the 
intended lessor, the latter agreed to grant to the former a lease of each 
completed house for ninety-nine years. The agreement expressly provided 
that it was ‘‘intended to operate as an agreement only, and not as an 
actual demise of the premises, or to give to the intended lessee any legal 
interest therein’’ until the leases should have been executed. No 
houses were built on the land, nor had it been used by the 
appellant, who, since the date of the agreement, had paid 
£200 a year to the freeholder in accordance with its terms. 
It was contended for the appellant that the freeholder and not the appell- 
ant was the ‘‘owner”’’ within the meaning of section 250 of the Act of 
1855, because the freeholder would receive the rack-rent if the premises 
were let at rack-rent, as the appellant could not let them at a 
rack-rent: Holland v. Kensington Vestry (15 W.R. 1045, L. R. 2 C.P. 
565) and Camdn v. Batterbury (7 W. R. 616, 5 C. B. N.S. 808). It 
was contended for the respondents that as the agreement could be enforced 
in equity, and since the Judicature Act also at law, the appellant was the 
owner within the meaning of that section: Walsh v. Lonsdale (31 W. R. 
109, 21 Ch. D. 9), Truman § Co. v. Kerslake (43 W. R. 111; 1894, 2 Q. B. 
774), Caudwell v. Hanson (20 W. R. 202, L. R. 7 Q. B. 55), St. Helen’s Cor- 
poration v. Riley (47 J. P. 471), Poplar Board of Works v. Love (29 L. T. 915, 
22 W. R. Dig. 144). The magistrate found that the £200 per annum was 
not the rack-rent, and that under the agreement the appellant would 
receive the rack-rent of the land if it were let at a rack-rent, and that he 
was therefore ‘‘ owner’’ within the meaning of the section, and he gave 
judgment for the respondents for the sum claimed. On the hearing of the 
appeal Bowditch v. Wakefield Local Board (L.R. 6 Q. B. 567, 19 W. R. Dig. 
66) was cited. 

Tae Cover (Lord Atvenstoxe, C.J., and Witts and Caaxyew, JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Atvenstoxe, C.J., in giving judgment, said that in order to make 
the ap nt liable is must be shewn that the original liability of the 
owner had been transferred to him so that he became the person who 
would, either as owner or as trustee, or as agent, be entitled to receive the 
rack-rent. Poplar Board of Works v. Love was not inconsistent with Lady 
Holland v. Kensington Vestry. Under the agreement F. B. remained the 
owner and retained the right to receive the rack-rent, either for himself, 
or as agent, or as trustee, and any rights the appellant might have to 

pate in the rack-rent were contractual rights only. The appellant 

the option to build on the land and call for leases by a payment of 

£200 per annum, but that did not denude F. B. of his obligation to make 

good these payments, and he was still in the position of ‘‘ owner”’ within 
the meaning of the Act. 

Wiis and Cuanyeit, JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect. 
Appeal allowed. Leave to appeal given.—Covnset, George Humphreys ; 
8. Mayer. Soxscrrons, 7. Blanco White; P. Caudwell, 

[Reported by E: G. Srituwetx, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


THE MAYOR, &., OF HAMPSTEAD v. CAUNT. Wright, J. 8th April. 


Merzorotis—New Sreerr—Reramixe asp Pavixo—Demaxp—Sratere 
ov Laurratios—Mernororis Manacement Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vicr. c. 
120), 6. 105—Meraoroiis Maxacement Amenpuent Act, 1862 (25 & 26 
Vict. c. 102), 8. 77. 


In this case, which was tried before Wright, J., without a jury, the 
plaintiffs’ claim was for £39 3s, 4d., being the defendant’s contribution as 
owner of a house towards the actual cost of repairing the road and paving 
the footways of a new street called Fleet-mews pursuant to a resolution 
pe at a meeting of the vestry on the 22nd of July, 1886. The following 

were admitted : That the plaintiffs incurred expenses in repairing the 


road and paving the footways of the said new street, and that £39 3s, 44, 
was the proper contribution in respect of 76, Upper-park-road, the 
defendant’s premises, and that he became the owner of those premises on 
the 20th of November, 1896, and that a demand was subsequently made on 
him for the payment of such contribution. The formal demand was made 
on the owner on the 19th of December, 1898, and there had been various 
demands made since that date. This action was commenced in February, 
1903. By the Metropolis Loca! Management Act, 1855, s. 105, it is provided; 
‘* In case the owners of the houses forming the greater part of any new 
street laid out or made or hereafter to be laid out or made, which is not 
paved to the satisfaction of the vestry or district board of the parish or 
district in which such street is situate, be desirous of having the same 
paved as hereinafter mentioned, or if such vestry or board deem it 
necessary or expedient that the same should be so paved, then and in either 
of such cases such vestry or board shall weil and sufficiently pave the 
same and the owners of the houses forming such street shall, on 
demand, pay to such vestry or board the amount of the estimated expenses 
of providing and laying such pavement (such amount to be determined by 
the surveyor for the time being of the vestry or board) ; and in case such 
estimated expenses exceed the actual expenses of such paving, then the 
difference between such estimated expenses and such actual expenses shall 
be repaid by the said vestry or board to the owners of houses by- 
whom the said sum of money has been paid; and incase the said estimated’ 
expenses be less than the actual expenses of such paving, then the owners 
of the said houses shall, on demand, pay to the said vestry 
or board such further sum of money as, together with the sum, 
already paid, amounts ‘to such actual expenses.’’ By the Metropolis. 
Management Amendment Act, 1862, s. 77, which extended the pro- 
visions of the above section to vacant plots of land abutting upon the new 
street, it was provided that, ‘‘ Where any vestry or district board shall, 
under the powers given by the 105th section of the firstly-recited Act, 
have paved or be about to pave any new street, the owners of the land 
bounding or abutting on such street shall be liable to contribute to the 
expenses or estimated expenses of paving the same, as well as the owners 
of houses therein, provided that it shall be lawful for the vestry or district 
board to charge the owners of land in a less proportion than the owners 
of house property should they deem it just and expedient so to do; and 
any such costs or expenses, including the cost of paving at the points of 
intersection of streets and all other incidental costs and charges, shall be 
apportioned by the vestry or board, and shall be recoverable either before 
the work shall be commenced, or during its progress, or after its comple- 
tion; and it shall be lawful for the vestry or district board at their 
discretion to accept payment of the amount apportioned or charged in 
respect of each house or premises by instalments spread over a period not 
exceeding twenty years, and any such amount shall be recoverable from the 
present or any future owner of the premises either by action at law or ina 
summary manner before a justice of the peace, at the option of the vestry or 
board.”” On behalf of the plaintiffs it was contended that each successive 
owner became liable on becoming owner, which liability could not be got rid 
of: Plumstead Local Board v. Ingoldby (21 W.R. 77, L. R. 8 Ex. 63), Mayor of 
Blackburn v. Saunderson (1902, 1 K. B. 794, 50 W. R. Dig. 169). It was a 
condition precedent to the right to recover that the demand should be made 
on the owners and subsequent owners. The plaintiffs made their demand 
on the defendant as soon as they knew of his possession, and the Statute of 
Limitation did not begin to run until the date of such knowledge. For the 
defendant it was contended that under the Act of 1855 it was necessary to 
make a demand only on the owner of the house when the apportionment 
was made. The plaintiffs did not make their claim until 1898, therefore 
the action was barred by the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874. He 
referred to Wortley v. Vestry of St. Mary Islington (51 J. P. 166). ; 
Wruear, J., in giving judgment for the plainiffs, said that it was plain 
that section 105 of the Act of 1855 and section 77 of the Act of 1862 must 
be read together. Section 105 of the Act of 1855 said in effect that the 
owners of houses forming such street should, on demand, pay to such 
vestry or board the amount of the estimated expenses of providing and 
laying such pavement. Owners of houses made liable under that section 
were not liable until a demand had been made upon them. It was 
ridiculous to suppose that any real liability arose until an estimate had 
been made and communicated to the owners. Then came section 77 of 
the Act of 1862, which said that, where the vestry or district board had, 
under powers given by section 105 of the Act of 1855, paved any new street, 
the owners of the land bounding or abutting on such street should be liable 
to contribute to the expenses, or estimated expenses, of paving the same, as 
well as owners of houses therein, provided it should be lawful for the vestry 
to charge the owners of land in a less proportion than the owners of houses. 
It seemed to him, the learned judge, that he ought t» give effect to that 
provision as if it were read into section 105 of the Act of 1855 by amend- 
ment, and that all the provisions of section 105 ought, so far as they were 
applicable, to be applied to owners of land, who were brought in under 
section 77, and the provision requiring a demand eught to be read in. 
The rest of section 77 seemed to him to mean that the amount should be 
apportioned or charged in respect of such houses or premises, and must 
include amounts apportioned or charged against the owners of houses 
under section 105 of the earlier Act, as well as amounts apportioned or 
charged against owners of land under section 77 of the later Act. That 
being so, the amount could be recovered by action or in a summary 
manner, and as an action was not complete until there was a demand, 
which in this case was not made until December, 1898, the Statute of 
Limitation did not begin to run until then. There would be judgment for 
the plaintiffs, but as this was an entirely new’ point there would be no 
order as to costs. Judgment for plaintiffs.—Counsn., Courthope-Munroe; 
Chester Jones. 


fortcrrons, A. P. Johnson ; Shaen, Roscoe, Massey, § Co. 
[Reported by E, G. Sriciweit, Esq., Bawvister-at-Law. - 
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Law Societies. 


The United Law Society. 


The annual dinner of the United Law Society was held at the Hotel Cecil 
on Wednesday evening, the 22nd inst. Mr. Justice Kennepy presided in 
the absence of Lord Justice Vaughan Williams, who was prevented from 
attending by indisposition. The guests of the society included Sir Albert 
Kk. Rollit, M.P.. President’ of the Incorporated Law Society, Mr. D. 
Stewart Smith, K.C., and Dr. H. L. 8. Richardson, and there were a large 
number of members and friends present. The loyal toasts having been 
honoured, 

The CuarRMAN proposed the toast of the evening, ‘‘The United Law 
Society.”’ He regretted the absence of Lord Justice Vaughan Williams and 
the cause. Referring to the United Law Society, his lordship said all 
debating societies were essentially good things, not merely for their training 
and educational value, but for good fellowship, and the United Law Society 
was constituted to include, not merely both branches of the profession, but 
alsothose studying at the Universities and elsewhere provided they came with 
proper credentials. The great danger of the present day was specialization at 
too early an age. Men were driven to it, and such societies assisted men in 
gaining a wider outlook. Further, the society gave each member the right 
to question on difficulties of law and practice apart from set debate. ‘This 
shewed great generosity on the part of the members, who were prepared to 
impart their honey to every honey-seeker without money and without 
price. 

Mr. C. H. Krrny (chairman of the society), in responding to the toast, 
welcomed the distinguished visitors present, and regretted the absence of 
Lord Justice Vaughan Williams, a member of one of the greatest families 
of English law, ranking with the Chittys, the Pollocks, and the Stephens ; 
one of the hereditary aristocracy of the law who were born into a knowledge 
of law and a capacity for practising it, while other less favoured mortals 
often spend their lives without acquiring it. Mr. Justice Kennedy was 
pre-eminently a commercial lawyer, and no one needed a better title to the 
hospitality of the United Law Society or any other legal society. There 
were also present Mr. Stewart Smith, an eminent representative of the bar ; 
and Sir Albert Roliit, the head of the solicitor profession and distinguished 
as acommercial lawyer, member of Parliament, and chairman of the Associ- 
ated Chamber of Commerce ; and Dr. Richardson, official assignee of the 
Stock Exchange, a community valuable to the nation though sometimes 
disastrous to the individual. The United Law Society embraced solicitors 
and articled clerks as well as barristers, and this was not altogether a 
source of strength, as solicitors and articled clerks did not rightly appre- 
ciate the art of public speaking. He urged the claims of the society upon 
such as a means of acquiring the facility of public speaking, so that they 
may seize upon those opportunities for advocacy in the courts which recent 
legislation had given. The society had, among other virtues, that of bring- 
ing together both branches of the profession. Barristers gained by mixing 
anongst those from whom their work came, and solicitors by knowing those 
barristers who were worthy to be briefed and which of them it was wiser 
to leave open to the other side. Educationally the society was advantageous 
in assisting in the acquisition of a knowledge of Jaw. 

Dr. Ricnarpson proposed the toast of the legal profession. 

Mr. Stewart Smrrn, in replying, said the present lawyer may not bea 
manufacturer or a wharehouseman of law, but he must be asmart salesman, 
keeping all his goods in the window. One of the objects of the United Law 
Society was to produce that smartness, that readiness in reply, that happy 
turn of phrase, that cogent argument and pregnant sentence which may 
often procure the patronage of one whose help throughout life may be of 
the greatest aid. 

Sir Atuert Rotiir, M.P., in replying to the toast also, said lawyers of 
to-day were bound to maintain the high standard of the legal profession 
by taking advantage of legal education, from which flowed the power and 
influence born of knowledge. As one who founded the Hull Law Students’ 
Society in 1862, he heartily sympathized with the United Law Society. The 
chivalry of to-day consisted in living and working for the public weal, and 
for this the art ot publie speaking was a distinct qualification. He urged 
solicitors to take up advocacy in the ways open to them. The best school 
of law was undoubtedly the practice in the magisterial and county courts, 
and though some might differ as to provisions of the Bill which he hoped 
to pass, he believed that in offering dee justice and giving both branches 
of the profession right of audience he was doing the best service to the 
legal profession, Sir Albert Rollit next spoke in praise of the Law 
Sckeols of the United States in which he said inductive teaching was given 
similar to the debates of the United Law Society. Law was a science, and 
in these days of international trade a knowledge of international law was 
absolutely essential to the practitioner, and in these days of Empire 
Imperial and Colonial law and a knowledge of the conflict of laws and of 
the principles which underlie all laws. 

Mr. J. F. W. Gatnnirn proposed the health of the chairman, and 
* Mr. Justice Keepy, in acknowledgment, said he was in hearty sympathy 
With the proposal for a legal university, and he hoped that both branches of 
the profession would be united in retaining the control of legal education. 
He felt that the Incorporated Law Society must have an important share 
in. the creation of the new university. He also hoped that the new 
university would not be merely a professorial institution for the teaching 
of law in an aeademic direction, but for the teaching of law to men who 
meant to live. by it, and to work for it for the honour of the British 


agg and solicitor, and to keep practical ends seriously and steadily 





The Irish Solicitors on Official 
Land Transfer. 


A sprcraL general meeting of the members of the Irish Incorporated Law 
Society was held on Monday last for the purpose of considering the Irish Land 
Bill and the mode in which it affects the solicitors profession. Mr. A, F. 
Baxer, the president of the society, presided, and there was a crowded 
attendance of members. 

The Presienr said it was seldom that they had occasion to call special 
general meetings of the society, but the present occasion was more than 
usually important and momentous. They found themselves face to face 
with legislation an avowed object of which iwas interference with the 
privileges of their profession by a machinery which, as regards the purpo-es 
for which it was intended, he could only describe as fatuitous and inequit- 
able. A staff of clerks and officials or other persons was to be employed, 


salaried, and pensioned for the purpose of doing work which for hundreds 


of years past had been done by members of their calling. They thought 
that this was a step backward. They were a learned, honoured, and 
trusted profession, which for hundreds of years had been doing work which 
they claimed the right to do still. Every civilized society had found it 
necessary to have a class for the purpose of introducing to the law the 
public who desired to take advantage of its machinery. 

Sir Grorcr Rocnr moved: ‘* That the Incorporated Law Society of 
Ireland, while anxious to facilitate the transfer of land in Ireland, are of 
opinion that the threatened extension of officialism in connection with the 
transaction of legal work in the case of sales of estates as indicated by 
clause 21 (10) and clause 22 (8) of the Irish Land Bill is (2) opposed to 
public policy, (2) opposed to the interests of owners, tenants, and incum- 
brancers, and it must inevitably defeat the objects of the Bill by impeding 
the transfer of land, and (ec) interferes with the existing rights of the 
solicitors’ profession.’’ By such clauses and sub-clauses as the resolution 
indicated, he said it was apparently proposed to try and lessen the 
expenses of the owners of estates in the preparation and devolution of 
their titles by having same undertaken, or rather endeavoured to be under- 
taken, by a State legal department, with a view, he supposed, of 
inducing owners to sell, and thus trying to facilitate the working of the 
Act, but if such were the intention of the framers of the Bill, he had no 
doubt that if those clauses were allowed to stand it would be found that, 
so far from cheapening the expenses, and facilitating the working of the 
Act, they would have quite the contrary effect, and would, instead, retard 
sales under the Act, and make it unworkable, inasmuch as it would be found 
quite impossible for a State legal department to undertake duties which 
even skilled professional men often have great difficulties in dealing with. 
The third part of the resolution—viz., ‘‘ that the proposed extension of 
officialism in connection with the transaction of legal work proposed by the 
sub-clauses referred to interferes with the existing rights of the solicitor 
profession ’’—more directly affected the profession, and yet he was sure that 
in any action which the profession may have taken in the past to protect 
its rights and privileges it had always done so in an unselfish manner, and 
had not cavilled at changes which were necessary or for the public good. 
But at the same time the fact must not be lost sight of that to enter the 
solicitor profession a long and tedious course of Jegal and other training 
has to be gone through, and then after hard years of work were they to be 
virtually told that in a country where probably of all countries in the 
world the land laws and procedure were the most complicated, that for- 
sooth they were not required any longer, and that a State legal depart- 
ment was to be set up and put into thorough working order in a few months 
to deal with all the complex questions arising in connection with the land 
laws in Ireland? 

Mr, WixtraM Fry, jun., seconded the resolution. Referring to clause 
23 (8) ofthe Irish Land Bill, he asked what was the meaning of the clause 
if it did not contemplate the formation of an enormous Governmen’ 
department, manned by officials of the Land Commission, who would do 
the entire legal work in connection with sales which had hitherto been 
performed by solicitors? The resolution which he had the honour to 
second plainly stated in the first instance that the proposed extension of 
officialism by this clause was opposed to public policy. Officialism, at the 
best, was undesirable, but in the present case there was absolutely no 
justification for the creation of such a department. There had been no 
demand for it. No reason had been alleged for it. Why, then, was it 
proposed? He thought that as a general principle the interference 
of the State in the private business of the public ought to con- 
fined to the narrowest limits compatible with public interest. Surely 
euch a department as was now contemplated’ must become a burden 
to the public exchequer, with no corresponding benefit to the community, 
and it could be desirable that a profession—an honourable profession— 
should have difficulties thrown in its way and be handicapped in carrying 
on its legitimate practice. But, apart from this, such a department could 
never satisfactorily do the work of solicitors. 

The resolution,was unanimously adopted. 

Mr. J. P. Lyxcn moved: ‘ That in the opinion of this meeting, clause 21 
(10) and clause 22 (8) should be struck out of the Bill, and instead of # 
large State department in which salaried officials would be employed to 
ascertain and prepare owners and incumbrancers’ title to the purchase- 
money as proposed by the clauses, the parties should as heretofore employ 
their own legal advisers to do such work, and to protect their interests ; 
and that the remuneration for such employment should be by a scale to be 
fixed and be paid out of such fund as liament may provide for the 
purpose.” He said that if the Bill passed in ee 
would get into a state of inextricable confusion, eventually the pro- 
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fession would have to be brought in to set right what had got into a state 
of utter conftision at the hands of officials. 

Mr. Merepitr seconded the resolution. He said that if the scheme 
— in the Bill were adopted it would be necessary to create a new 

egal department, and the endowment of such a department, with salaries 
and pensions, would cost the taxpayer a very large sum of money, which 
money would, they believed, all be wasted. The sales would stop, but the 
salaries and pensions would go on. 

-The resolution was unanimously adopted. 

Mr. W. H, Dcnye proposed that with a view to facilitating the working 
of the Bill when passed into law, the president of the Incorporated Law 
Society of Ireland should be associated with and become one of the rule- 
making authority under the Bill, thus following the prescedent to be 
found in the Supreme Court of Judicature (Ireland) No. 2 Act, 1897, the 
oe Remmmeration Act, 1881, and the County Court (Ireland) Bill, 

The resolution was passed unanimously. 

Me. J. L. Scauian proposed: ‘*That the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society is requested to take all proper means of bringing before the 
Government and Parliament the just claims of the profession, to have their 
existing rights as recognized practitioners in the Land Purchase Courts 
preserved under the pending Land Bill.” 

Mr. F. D. Daxter, in seconding the resolution, said that solicitors should 
use every endeavour to prevent their work from being done by other 
persons. 

The resolution was passed unanimously. 

A vote of thanks to the chairman concluded the proceedings, 


Obituary. 
Mr. Wilfred_ Brinton. 


The death of Mr. Wilfred Brinton, barrister, which occurred on the 
19th inst. at his residence, 11, Queen’s-gardens, W., will be regretted by 
alarge circle of friends, and particularly in Lincoln’s-inn. Mr. Brinton 
was born in 1855, and was the eldest son of the late William Brinton, 
M.D., F.R.S. After a distinguished career as a Queen’s Scholar at 
Westminster, he obtained a junior studentship at. Christ Church, Oxford, 
in the year 1873, and in due course gained a First Class in Moderations 
anda ond Class in the Final Classical School. He also rowed in his 
college eight, and two years ia the University trial eights. 

In the year 1882 he was called to the bar at the Inner Temple, and some 
years afterwards was also admitted at Lincoln’s-inn. He read in the 
chambers of Mr. Wolstenholme, Mr. Justice Bigham, and Mr. Levett, 
K.C., and afterwards for many years assisted Mr. Wolstenholme in his 
work, becoming one of the joint authors of the well-known text-book 
Wolstenholme on the Conveyancing and Settled Land Acts. 

Mr. Brinton was for a long tims an energetic member of the Inns of Court 
Volunteers, and afterwards took a commission in the 18th Middlesex, in 
which corps at the time of his death he held the rank of Honorary Major. 
He was also secretary, and afterwards treasurer, of the School of Arms in 
Lincoln’s-ion, and won in 1896 and 1900 the Colmore Dunn Challenge 
Cup for sabres, and in 1897 the single-stick competition at the German 
Gymnastic Society. 

Mr. Brinton, who was well known as a sound and able lawyer, especially 
in matters connected with conveyancing, was elected a member of ‘‘ The 
Institute ”’ in the year 1900, and had a large and increasing practice. His 
many friends regarded him with affectionate esteem for the simplicity and 
strength of his character, for his many-sided energy, and for his absolute 
devotion to duty. : 














Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr: Joux Woopnovse, solicitor, of the firm of Stanley Woodhouse & 
Hedderwick, of Bank-chambers, 45, Ludgate-hill, E.C., has been appointed 
Clerk to the Worshipful Company of Framework Knitters, in succession to 
the late Mr. James Funston, who had held the appointment for nearly 
thirty years. 


Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Pawar Evwarp Lioxer Benor and Hven Forrrescur Wiumsuvrst 
Gwarktn, solicitors and notaries public (Budge & Gwatkin), Poole and 
Wareham. March 25. [ Gazette, April 21, 





General. 


The following are the circuits chosen by the judges for the coming 
aitumn assizes: Western Circuit, Mr. Justice Wills: South-Eastern 
Circuit, Mr. Justice Lawrance; North and South Wales Circuits, Mr. 
Justice Bruce ; Northern Circuit, Mr. Justice Ridley and Mr. Justice Jelf ; 
Oxford Circuit, Mr. Justice Bigham; Midland Circuit, Mr. Justice 
Channell; North-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice Darling and Mr. Justice 
Walton. Prisoners only will be tried at these assizes, except at Man- 
chester and Live 900Lon the Northern Circuit, Leeds on the North-Eastern 


It is announced that Mr. Justice Jelf is still indisposed, and is not 
expected back in court at present; but Mr. Justice Barnes was expected to 
take his seat in the Probate, &c., Division on Thursday last. 


Workmen’s compensation cases which, says the Times, were not taken at 
all during the Hilary sittings, are now to be proceeded with in Appeal 
Court I. There are only twenty-two of these cases for trial, very fey 
having been entered since January last. 


At the Chester police-court, on Wednesday, says the Times, Mr. G 
Thomas, solicitor, formerly of Appleby and now of Chester, was fined 
maximum penalty of £10 and costs for practising as a solicitor without, 
certificate. Myr. Owen Roberts, barrister-at-law, who prosecuted on behalf 
of the Incorporated Law Society, said that Mr. Thomas was placed upog 
the roll of solicitors six or seven years ago, but since 1900 had not taken 
out his certificate. Evidence was given shewing that he had acted for 4 
Chester client and written letters on which he was described as ‘‘ George 
Thomas, solicitor.’’ 


Judge Pennypacker, says the Central Law Journal, was once asked by his 
brother Harry during a session of court for the loan of five dollars. Harry 
walked to the desk and whispered the request in the judge’s ear. The 
latter, looking down over the top of his glasses without the suggestion ofa 
smile, said loud enough to be heard throughout the room, ‘ Put your 
application in writing and present it to the court in a proper manner,” 
Mr. Pennypacker, thinking the judge’s insistence upon regularity to be 
merely regard for the dignity of the court, wrote out the request and 
handed it to the clerk of the court, who in turn passed it to the bench, 
The judge read it quietly and seriously, and then interrupted the pending 
trial long enough to say: ‘‘ Application for loan of five dollars made to this 
court is received and refused.”’ 


An ex-county judge in one of the small towns of Wisconsin, has, says 
the Central Law Journal, placed the following card in his county paper to 
the consternation of his fellow members of the profession: ‘‘ Real Estate 
and Probate Law.—Has it occurred to you that many a fortune has been 
lost to the rightful owners by bad management of estates and want of 
experience in the preparation of wills ; and do you realize that twelve years 
of exclusive attention to that class of business, as county judge, may be 
of great value to you? Having withdrawn from the general law practice, 
I shall henceforth give my exclusive attention to probate matters, convey- 
ancing and foreclosure proceedings, and having established my office at 
my residence near the court house, my expenses are reduced toa minimum, 
so that I can make charges absolutely satisfactory. Kindly give.mea 
trial, and I will save money and trouble to you and those dependent upon 
you.”’ 

Justice Herrick, of the Supreme Court, not long ago, says the <Alban 
Law Journal, administered a severe, but we are bound to conclude, a deserv 
rebuke to the district attorney of Albany county and the city judge of 
Albany for their action in conducting a prosecution. These lawyers 
repeatedly stated to the jury their individual and personal opinions of the 
prisoner's guilt, and made numerous appeals to prejudice. When Justice 
Herrick came to charge the jury, he said: ‘‘ Perhaps it is well, gentlemen, 
before we come to consider this case, to brush away some of the things that 
have no business init, Each counsel that you have observed here has pros 
claimed his belief ; the one that of the innocence of his ‘client, and the 
other the guilt of the man he is prosecuting. You will not take that into 
consideration fora moment. It is a grossly unprofessional thing for a 
lawyer to state to a jury what his belief is. Counsel of experience, 
reputable counsel, never indulge in it. These gentlemen, when they get 
older and have more experience and have paid more attention to the ethics 
of the profession, I think will ot indulge in that sort of thing. They 
carry no weight ; it is the unsupported statement of men.”’ 


Mr. Montague Crackanthorpe, K.C., in a letter to the Times, on the 
‘* poor ’’ prosecutor, says: ‘‘Do the public realize what a private 
criminal prosecution costs to the man or woman who undertakes it? Here 
is one instance out of a thousand, ‘The other day a well-known merchant 
in the City of London cashed a forged cheque for a few pounds to oblige a 
needy applicant at his office. When he discovered the forgery he was 
minded to prosecute pour décourager Vauteur du faux et a’autres. Ue cone 
sulted a solicitor of great experience, and was told he could not do #0 
without a further personal loss of some £40 or £50. Not considering him- 
self..called upon to throw so much good money after bad, he decided to 
hold his hand, and submitted the facts to the Director of Public Prosecu- 
tions. That official informed him, politely but firmly, that it was no 
business of his, his duty being only to intervene in serious or difficult 
cases. In this the director was perfectly right, and in the result the 
forger fell (or rather escaped) between two stools. . The remedy 
for this state of things is, as I venture to think, to do away with private 
prosecutions. They cannot be defended on principle, and they are less 
and less frequently resorted to in practice. When they are started the 
motive prompting them is usually a desire for personal vengeance—& 
factor which we have been endeavouring for the last half-century 
eliminate from our penal system, 


A moot will be held by the Gray’s-inn Moot Society, in Gray’s-int- 
hall, on Monday, the 27th of April, at 8.15 p.m., before the Right Hon. 
Lord Justice Vaughan Williams. The question will be: ‘John Stiles 
engaged Richard Rowe as a chief clerk in his business of a broker, 

terms of engagement were £200 a year, payable quarterly, and the 
employment was expressly subject to a determination by a three months 
notice in writing on either side, terminating at any time. Stiles, without 
giving any such written notice, dismissed Rowe from his employment. 
Rowe asked Stiles the reason of his dismissal. Stiles replied: * The uM- 





Circuit, F m on the Midland Circuit, and Cardiff on the Welsh 
Cireuit, at which places civil business also will be taken, 


satisfactory mode in which you have rendered accounts of my money® 
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passing through your hands.’ 
ly. kept, but Stiles, 
ht otherwise. 


wsatisfactorily kept as aforesaid. 


Rowe and find a verdict for him as plaintiff. 
damages? Assume that the terms of engagement had been for a year 
certain, and had contained no power of determination by three months’ 
notice. Would this in any way have affected the measure or amount of the 
All members of the four Inns of Court are invited to attend 


es?”’ 


the moots, and to take part in the arguments. 
heard on each side, according to the practice of the Courts of Appeal. 


In truth and in fact Rowe’s accounts were 
misled by a report of an auditor, honestly 
Rowe brings his action for wrongful dismissal. Stiles 
‘nstifies the dismissal on the ground of Rowe’s accounts having been 
The jury — any misconduct by 


Vhat is the measure of 


Two *‘counsel’’ will be 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court 


Rora or ReaistRars 









Date Emercrescy Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
“spi Rora. No. 2. KeKewIcn. Byrne. 
Monday, April ......... 27 Mr. Farmer Mr. Church Mr. King Mr. Beal 
Tuesday ......0+++ vee King Greswell Farmer Carrington 
Wednesday +29 Theed Church King Beal 
Thursday ..... +30 W. Leach Greswell Farmer Carrington 
Friday, May 1 Greswell Church ing Beal 
Saturday soveee ps and vest 2 Church Greswell Farmer Carrington 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
neti Farwetu. Buckery. JOYCE. Swixren Eapy. 
Monday, April .........27 Mr. W. Leach Mr. Pemberton Mr. R, Leach Mr. Godfrey 
Tuesday ......... wt areca Theed Jackson Godfrey R. Leach 
Wednesday .. 29 W. Leach Pemberton R. Leach Jackson 
Thursday ......». 30 Theed Jackson Godfrey Pemberton 
Friday, Oe ses a W. Leach Pemberton R. Leach Carrington 
BatOrday .esse.cee-ssvorree 2 Theed Jackson Godfrey Beal 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1903. 


COURT OF APPEAL. | 
Appeat Court I. | 


Final, Interlocutory and New Trial Appeals 
from the King’s Bench Division, Final 
and Interlocutery Appeals from_ the 
Admiralty Division, and Cases in In re 
The Workmen’s Compensation Act, or 
other Business proposed to be taken in 
this Court, will, from time to time, be 
announced in the Daily Cause List. 


Appeat Court I. 


Final and Interlocutory Appeals from the 
Chancery Division, Final, Interiocutory 
and New Trial Appeals fromthe Probate & 
Divorce Division, Bankruptcy and Lunacy 
= and Appeals from the Lancaster 
and Durham Palatine Courts, or other 
Business proposed to be taken in this 
Court, will, from time to time, be 
announced in the Daily Cause List. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Cuancery Court I. 

Ma. Justice KEKEWICH. 


The following will be the Onder of 

Business : 

Monday—Chamber sums 

Tuesday—Sht caus, pets, and adj sums 

Wednesday and Thursday —Adj sums 

Friday—Mots and adj sums 

N.B.—The first os of the Sittings, Tues- 
day, April 21, will also bea motion day. 

Saturday—Adj sums 

Actions without witnesses (not marked 
short) and further considerations will be 
heard on days from time totime announced 
in Daily Cause List. 

Short Causss will be put into Tuesday's 
List on the necessary papers (including 
minutes) being left with the judge's 


N.B.—Retained actions with witnesses, and 
any other cases with witnesses which it 
is convenient for Mr. Justice Kexrwicn 
to try, notwithstanding that he is ordin- 

‘ly taking non-witness business only, 
will be taken at times to be announced in 
the Daily Cause List. 


Cuancrny Covar II, 
Ma. Justice BYRNE. 


Tues, A: ril 21... Mots it lis’ 

Webseslay 22 . ts etoge wit list 

v3} Non wit list 

- 24...Mots and non-wit list 

Saturday ...95 | Sht caus, pets, procedure 
(Sums, and non-wit list 

Monday.......7 . Sitting in chambers 


of Judicature. 


tx ATTENDANCE ON 


Preunesday 2 | Non-wit list 
Friday, May 1.. ry and non-wit — 

9 | Sht caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ... 2 { sums, and wk list 
Monday...... 4. Sitting in chambers 


Companies Acts and non- 
Tuesday... .. 5 } wit et 


Wednesday 6} . 
Thursday ... 7 j Non witlist 


Friday ...... 8. a and non-wit _ 

‘ ‘ j ca pets, procedure 
Saturday ... 9 (sums, non-wit tet 
Monday...... my in chambers : 

n , > | Companies Acts and non- 
tne ..12 i wit thet 

Yednesday 13} 26 42. 

Thursday ...14 } Non-wit list 
Friday ..... 15.. _ and non-wit list 
.{Sht caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ...16 (sums, and Rane list 
Monday ..., 18...Sitting in chambers , 
Companies Acts and non- 
Tuesday Be Br 


st 
Wednesday 20 ) ~ 26 Be 
Thursday ...21 | Non-wit list 
Friday ...,. 22 — and non-wit list , 
t caus, pets, procedure 

Saturday ...23 { sums, and paw D list 
Monday ......25.. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday 26 {| one Acts and non- 
Wednesday 27...Non-wit list 
Thursday ., 28 yy and non-wit list 

; { Sht caus, pets, procedure 
Friday ......29 (sums, and pea list 


The Witness Action retained by Mr. Justice 
Byrne will be taken on a dey notice of 
, Which will be given; but Motions and 
Petitions will always be taken on Fridays 
and Saturdays tively th hout 
the Sittings, 





- - Ss 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, and the necessary papers, includ- 
ing two copies of the minutes of the pro- 
posed judgment or order, must be left 
E the Court with the judge’s clerk one 
clear day before the cause is to be put in 
the paper, in default the cause will not be 
put in the paper. 


N.B.—The following papers on further con- 
sideration are required for the use of the 
judge, viz. :—T wo copies of minutes of the 

yroposed judgment or order, 1 copy plead- 
ings, and 1 copy master’s certificate, which 
must be left court with the judge's 
clerk one clear day before the further con- 
sideration is ready to come into the paper. 


Lorp Cuancrutor’s Court. 
Ma. Justice FARWELL. 
Except when other Business is advertised 


in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice 
Farweu take Actions with Wit- 


Cuancery Court IV. Tuesday ..... 5 op 
Mr. Justice BUCKLEY. Fetes. s| General paper 
Except when other Business is advertised in | Friday ...... 8 ..Mots and gen pa 
the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice Bucktry | gaturday\.. 9 and Liverpool 
will take Actions with Witnesses daily 


throughout the Sittings to the exclusion 
of other Business. 


Wednesday 13 
Thursday . 14} General paper 
Friday ....15 ..Mots and 
Cuancery Covart III. Saturday -»16...Sht caus, pets, and gen pa 
Mn. Justice JOYCE. _—— A . Sitting in 
Except when other Business is advertised in | Wednesday 20 } General paper 
the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice Joyce | Thursday ...2 
will teke Actions with Witnesses daily’! Friday ...... 22...Mots and gen pa 
throughout the Sittings. 2 Saturday ...23 and Manchester 


N.B.—Retained Motions and Non-Witness 
Actions will be taken on Tuesday and 
Wednesday, the 2ist and 22nd April. 
Witness Actions will be commenced on 
Thursday, the 23rd April. Friday... 39 i General paper 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 

s loteoees oe oe 
TO) ju or order, m' le! 
3 urt with the Judge’s Clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put in the 


Krxa'’s Bexcu Court I, 
Mr. Justice SWINFEN EADY. 


Tues., April.21...Mots and gen pa 
99 
Thursday” 23 } General paper 
Friday ...... 24 — one a go i 
o> § Liverpool and Manchester 
Saturday .. 25 { ouees 





Monday......27...Sitting in char bers the J viz. :—T wo Copies of Minutes 
we se caus, pets, and gen pa = the u t or Order, 1 

ednesday 29 Py i 1 Copy Master’s 
Thursday ¥ 5p } General paper Certificate, which must be left in Court 
Friday, May 1...Mots and gen pa with the Judge’s Clerk one clear day 
Saturday ... 2...Sht caus, pets, and gen pa before the Further Consideration is ready 
Monday...... 4... Sitting in chambers to come into the paper. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1903. 


The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will, from time to 
time, be announced in the: Daily Cause List. 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, 
(General List.) 
Judgment Reserved. 


Nightingale v Reynolds and ors appl of pltff from order of Mr. Justice 
Kekewich, dated Nov 4, 1902, and cross-notice by defts, dated Feb 24, 
1903 (c a v April 8) (heard before The Master of the Rolls, Romer and 
Cozens-Hardy, L.JJ.) 

FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARTES COURTS. 

(General List.) 
1900. 

In re The New Zealand Midland Railway Cold Smith (on behalf, &c) v 
Lubbock appl of The Industrial and General Trust ld from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated April 6, 1900 (s o not before Jan 15) 
May 24 

1901. 

Lord Hastings v The North Eastern Railway Co appl of defts from order 
of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Aug 12, 1901 (s o 4 weeks after No 3 dis- 
posed of, by order) Aug 26 

1902. 

Lord Hastings v The North Eastern Railway Co appl of pltffs from order 
of Mr Justice Byrne, dated April 8, 1901 April 18 

Foy, Morgan & Co v Kempf ~appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Joyce, dated Feb 6, 1902 pt hd (s o for Master's certificate) April 23 

In re Jenner’s Settlements and Trusts Nepean v Jenner appl of deft 
from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Feb 24, 1902 pt hd (so until 
further order) July 5 

In the Matter or the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890-and In the State of 
Wyoming Syndicate ld appl of Major Graham and H Walter from 
order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated July 22, 1902 Aug 2 

In re Baldwin Rushforth v Baldwin and ors appl of deft J. H. L. 
Baldwin from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated July 17, 1902 Aug 18 
In re Baldwin Rushforth v Baldwin and ors “ppl of defts P. G. 
Baldwin and ors from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated July 17, 
1902 Aug 18 

In the Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893 and the Matter of The 
Hiram Maxim Lamp Co ld appl of Sir Hiram Maxim Electrical and 
Engineering Co ld from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Noy 4, 1902 
Nov 13 

Attorney-Gen and the Beckenham Urban District Council vy The South 
Eastern and Chatham Railway Co appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated July 9, 1902 Nov 17 

Mansfield v Stevens and ors appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Keke- 
wich, dated July 11, 1902, and cross-notice of appl by pltif dated Jan 

23,1903 Nov 27 

In re Starley, dec Steer and anr v Sturney and ors appl of deft E F 
Bond from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated. Noy 26, 1902 
Dec 11 

In re Brydone’s Settlement Cobb and ors vy Blackburne and anr appl of 
deft E 8 Blackburne from order of Mr Justice Kekewicth dated Nov 26, 
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1902 Dec 12 
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Reynolds v Smith appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated 
ov 28,1902 Dec 18 

In the Matter of The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893, and In the Matter 
of The Ibo Investment Trusts ld appl of Isidore Wyler from 
order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Dec 10,1902 Dec 18 
St Vincent Mercier v Margaret Frances Mercier (widow) appl of pltff 
from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Dee. 1, 1902 Dec 24 
Boyce v The Mayor, Aldermen and Councillors of The'Metropolitan Borough 
of Paddington appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated 
Nov 8, 1902 Dec 29 
Whetherely’s Legal Representative vy West appl of deft feom order of Mr 
Justice Buckley, dated Dec 1, 1902 Dec 31 


1903, 

In re Tompsett, dec Cripps v Tompsett and ors appl of pltff from order 

of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 20, 1902 (s o to May 13, P 8) 
Jan 1 

Knight v Law appl of deft W J Law from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 


dated Dec 17, 1902 (security ordered) Jan 1 
Young v Ashley Gardens Properties 1d Appl of defts from order of Mr 
Justice Joyce, dated Nov 13, 1902 Jan 17 


In re Ann Coley, dec Hollinshead v Coley and anr appl of deft L Coley 
from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 12, 1902 Jan 19 

Jones vy. Beavington appl of plitff from order of Mr Justice Buckley, 
dated Dec 8, 1902 Jan 21 

In te Bolton’s Estate Act Russell and ors v Meyrick appl of deft from 
order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Nov 22,1902 Jan 22 

In re Cobbold Cobbold v Lawson appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Byrne, dated Oct 27,1902 Jan 28 

Scott v Coulson {ors appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated Jan 20,1903 Jan 29 

In reR E W Bence, dec Anson and anr vy Woodward and ors appl of 
deft Maria Higgins from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 19, 
1903, and cross-notice by deft B E Woodward, dated Feb 17, 1903, and 
cross-notice by deft D M Arnold, dated March 2, 1903 Feb 5 

In re Hall, dec Foster v Metcalfe appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Feb 20,1903 Feb5 

In re Michael Jackson, dec Jobson and anr v Storry and ors appl of 

, defts The General Conference of the New Church from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 1, 1902 Feb 5 

In the Matter of The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893, and In the Matter of 
The Viella Copper Cold appl of The Company and ors from order of 
Mr Justice Buckley, dated Jan 13, 1903 Feb 6 

In re Barlow, dec Edsall v Kerley appl of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 4, 1902 Feb 12 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
Final List. 
1902. 
McDowall v The Great Western Railway Co appl of defts from judgt of 
Mr Justice Kennedy, dated Feb 20, 1902, with a special jury, Haverford- 
west (fur conin London) March 4 
The London and India Docks Co and the Mansion House Railway and 
Canal Traffic v The Midland Railway Co and The Great Eastern Railway 
Co (Railway and Canal Commission) appl of The London and India 
Docks Co from order of Mr Justice Wright, Sir F Peel and Viscount 
Cobham, dated March 25, 1902 April 7 
Fanshaw and anr v Phillips and anr appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Phillimore, dated March 6, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex 
June 2 i 
Giblan v National Amalgamated Labourers’ Union of Great Britain and 
Ireland appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated April 18, 
1902, with a jury, Cardiff July 9 
Perry v Redman appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated May 
1, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex July 9 ‘ ’ 
Brown and Goodman vy Simpson appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kennedy, dated July 10, 1902, with a special jury, Huntingdon (not 
before seven days after judgt given in House of Lords in Simpson v 
Attorney-Gen) July 17 
Brown, Brough & Cov National Bank of India ld_ appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated June 17, 1902, without a jury, 
Middlesex (so until judgment given in House of Lords in Gordon v 
The London City and Midland Bank and ors, by order) July 18 
Ward v Hill appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 
July 4, 1902, without a jury, Lincoln July 21 
Sanderson v The Blyth Theatre Co ld and Hope 
Theatre Co ld from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated July 9, 1902, 
with a special jury, Newcastle-on-Tyne July 24 
Islington Borough Council v The London School Board 
from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated June 11, 1902 
July 25 
Roberts and anr v James and anr appl of deft« from judgt of Mr Justice 
Walton, dated July 11, 1902, without a jury, Welshpool (judgment in 
London) Ang 1 bd 

Greaves and Pollexfen vy Lilley 
Lawrance, dated Aug 5,1902 Aug7 

Hain & Sons v Gilliland & Sons appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bigham, dated Aug 6, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex Aug # 

In the Matter of an Arbitration between the Manchester Carriage and 
Tramway Co and the Lord Mayor, & of the City of Manchester and ors 


appl of defts Blyth 


appl of pltffs 


special case) 


appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 


— 


of Mr Justice Bigham (special case), dated July 28,1902 pthd( 0} 


Aug 8 

Oliver v The Nautilus Steam: Shipping Co ld 
of Mr Justice Jelf, 
Aug 12 

Cadman v Ward appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf (jy 
Chambers), dated July 16,1902 Aug 12 

Rathbone Bros & Co v David MacIver, Sons & Cold appl of pltffs frog 
judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated July 30, 1902, without a jury, Liverpool 
Aug 13 

De Bathe v Waring appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore 
dated Aug 7, 1902 Aug 14 : 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 
For Hearne, 
(Final List.) 
With Nautical Assessors, 
1902. 

Grand Duchess Olga 1902 Folio 226 1901 C 1,206 (Liverpool) 
Richard Cornelius & Co v Owners of. French Ship or Vessel Grand 
Duchess Olga (damage to cargo) appl of defts from judgt of The 
President, dated April 30, 1902 May 29 

Cambridge 1902 Folio 156 The Commissioners for executing the office 
of Lord High Admiral of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Treland v The Great Eastern Railway Co (damage) appl of the pltffs 
from judgt of The President, dated June 17, 1902 June 25 Cambridge 
1902 Folio 156 Same v Same (damage) appl of defts from judgt of 
The President, dated June 17, 1902 July 21 

Cordilleras 1902 Folios 70 and 81 (Consolidated William Franee 
Fenwick & Co ld, Owners of Steamship Poplar v Owners of Steamship 
Cordilleras (damage) appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Barnes, 
dated June 5, 1902 June 25 

Dalegarth 1902 Folios 263 and 283 (consolidated) The Chesapeake and 
Ohio Steamship Co ld v The Owners of Steamship Dalegarth (damage 
appl of defts from judgt of The President, dated Aug 7, 1902 
Oct 18 

Kronprinz Wilhelm 1902 Folio 377 The Owners of Steamship Robert 
Ingram and ors v The Owners of Steamship Kronprinz Wilhelm 
(damage) appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated 
Nov 29, 1902 Dec 19 


appl of pltff from judgt 
dated July 31, 1902, without a jury, Candif 


1903. 

Barry 1902 Folios 357 and 365 The Owners of Steamship Norma and 
ors v The Owners of Steamship Barry (damage) appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated-Dec 16, 1902 Jan 16 

Tartary 1902 Folios I 2,693, I 2,694 (consolidated) Liverpool 1903 
Folio 78 The Owners of Steamship Irishman v Owners Steamship 
Tartary (damage) appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Buckuill, 
dated Jan 19, 1903 Feb 10 

Barry 1902 Folios 357 and 365 The Owners of Steamship Norma v The 
Owners of Steamship Barry (damage) appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Phillimore, dated Dec 16, 1902 (cross-appeal) Feb 11 

Ville de St Nazaire 1902 Folio 158 The Owners of French Steamship 
Ville de St Nazaire v The Briton Ferry’ Works ld (damage at wharf 
appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated Feb 9, 1903 
Feb 16 

Cluden 1902 Folio 332 The Owners of Steamship Mercator v The 
Owners of Steamship Cluden (damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bucknill, dated Jan 22,1903 Feb 24 

Without Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 
1902. 

Cayo Bonito 1902 Folios 94 and 78 (consolidated) Owners of Steam- 

ship British Prince v Owners of Steamship Cayo Bonito app! of defts 

from judgt of Mr Justice Barnes, dated June 19, 1902. July 10 

Torbryan 1902 Folio 232 Piettre and ors v Owners of the Steamship 

Torbryan (breach of contract) appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice 

Phillimore, dated Dec 8, 1902 Dec 18 

FROM THE KING'S BENCH 
(New Trial Paper.) 
1902, 


DIVISION, 


Steeger v Heddergott appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated May 16, 1902, at trial before Mr Justice 
Kennedy and a common jury, Middlesex (restored Dec 1, 1902) May 26 
Ilford Gas Co v The Ilford Urban District Council ({ Jackson, srd_ party 
appln of defts as against 3rd party for judgt or new trial on app! from 
verdict and judgt, dated June 5, 1902, at trial before Mr Justice 
Lawrance and special jury, Middlesex (to follow No, 21, K B Final 
List) June 12 
grown v Charles Bell (legal representative of C HI Bell, dec) applnof pitt 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated July 15, 
1902, at trial before Mr Justice Channell and a special jury, Nottingham 
(so) Aug 12 , 
John Hughes v The Lord Mayor, Alderman, and Citizens of the City of 
leeds appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and 
judgt, dated Aug 2, 1902, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham aud 
special jury, Leeds Aug 14 





(Purchasing Authorities) appl of the Purchasing Authorities from judgt 


Allivon v The Imperial and Foreign Investments Corpn ld appin of defts 
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es T 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Aug 4, 1902, 
at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and special jury, Leeds Aug 20 __ 

(oates V Moore appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Oct 7, 1902, at trial before the presiding judge, T H 
Baylis, KC, and a common jury, Court of Passage, Liverpool Oct 29 

Bleick (widow) v Jerran appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
yerdict and judgt, dated Oct 29, 1902, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley 
and a special jury, Middlesex Nov 4 ; 

Maddison v Rhodes appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on_appl from 
yerdict and judgt, dated Aug 8, 1902, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and a special jury, York Nov 5 

Hemstead v Clark appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
yerdict and judgt, dated Nov 6, 1902, at trial before Mr Justice Walton 
and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 8 ‘ 

MeQuire v The Western Morning News Cold appln of defts for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 3, 1902, at trial 
before Mr Justice Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex Nov 12 

Howard v Clark appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict. and judgt, dated November 5, 1902, at trial before Mr Justice 
Walton and a common jury, Middlesex November 14 . 

Watt v Beauchamp. appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 

‘yerdict and judgt, dated October 30, 1902, at trial before Mr Justice 
Bruce and a special jury, Middlesex November 20 ; 

Harris v Perry & Co appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from 
yerdict and judgt, dated November, 14, 1902, at trial before Mr Justice 
Wills and a special jury, Middlesex November 21 ; 

appln of defts for judgt 
ornew trial on appl front verdict and judgt dated Nov 11, 1902, at 
trial before Mr Justice Channell and a common jury, Middlesex 
Nov 22 

linley vy Wilkinson and ors appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 21,'1902, at trial before Mr 
Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex Nov 29 / 

Roberts v Daniels appln of pltff (in forma pauperis, by leave) for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 20, 1902, at 
trial before Mr Justice Ridley and a common jury, Middlesex Dec 2 

Davis v Bromley Urban District Council appln of pltff for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 17, 1902, at trial before 
Mr Justice Ridley and a common jury, Middlesex Dee 8 

Maynard v The Consolidated Kent Collieries Corpn ld appln of pltff for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 4, 1902, 
at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex 
Dec 10 

Boucas v Cooke, Coutts, & Reynolds appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 8, 1902, at trial before Mr 
Justice Ridley and a common jury, Middlesex Dec 12 

(To be continued.) 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION, 
Easter Sirtincs, 1903. 
Chancery Causes for Trial or Hearing. 

(Set down to April 9th, 1903.) 
| In re Mansel 
adjd sumns 
Hardy v Davis 
| In re Walter 
act and m fj adjd sumns 
| Garner v Murray adjd sumns 
Watson v Cardiff Corpn act, | In re Mc Minnies, dec Williams v 
counter-claim andmfjandmfj/} Mowll. adjd sumns 
by Cardiff Corpn on counter-claim | In re Bennett Bennett v Bennett 
against defts Guest, Keen & Co | adjd sumns 
ld pt hd (tobe in paper on April | Inre Mildred Mildred v Sewell 
22) 


Before Mr. Justice Kexrwicn, Mansel vy Preston 
Retained by Order. : 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses.) | adjd sumns 


Walter v Walter 


Edwards v Curtice 
pthd (so April 21) 


adjd sumns (restored) 


In_re Widdicombe Wroth v 
Adjourned Summonses, | Churchward adjd sumns (re- 
In re Silkstone and Haigh Moor| _ stored) 


Coal Cold and Companies Acts,| In re Colman Colman v Colman 
. 1862 to 1890 adjd sumns (so adjd sumns 
April 28) In re Cummings Crossley v 
Davys v Jones action (s o pending | Williams adjd sumns 
arrangement for settlement | Inre Crook Crook v Barraclough 
Liberty to either side to restore adjd sumns 
-0n 10 days’ notice) | In re Martin 
In re Chawner, dec adjd sumns 
Chawner adj sumns | Guise v Andrews adjd sumns 
re Knights’ Settlement and In| Ferryman v_ Ferryman action 
Te Conveyancing Act, 1881 | (without witnesses) : 
‘Knights v Settee adjd sumns | In re Vince, dec Cooper v Vince 
In re Sladen Sladen v Graham adjd sumns 
Parry adjd sumns In re Brown 
h re Fothergill Fothergill v | adjdsumns 
Evans Jackson adjd sumns Blackmore v 
re Ingram Clark ld Burleigh v sumns 
Ingram Clark ld adjd sumns In re Smith's Settled Plate In re 
te J 8 Bridge, dec Digby v| Smith’s Settlement Land Acts, 
Bridge adjd sumns (restored) | 1882 to 1890 adjd sumns 
re The Birminghum Breweries | In re Vivian Ryland v Hamilton 
Kl Ward v Levy adjd sumns adja sumns, 


Martin v Martin 
Rivington v 


Brown v Gedney 


Blackmore adjd 





In re MHamilton’s Settlement 
Pownall vy Hamilton adjd sumns 

In re Purnell Purnell y Cassé 
adjd sumns 

In re Frank James & Sons, solrs 
(In re Gilfach) adjdsumns In 
re Frank James & Sons, solrs (In 


re Bedlinog) adjd sumns_ to 
come on together 

In re Best Best v Best adjd 
sumns 


In re Horwood Horwood v Bur- 
kett adjd sumns 

Burnside v Poole m f j (short) 

In re Poppleton Sanderson v Beau-- 
mont adjd sumns 


Further Considerations. 
In re N J Powell & Co ld Warner 
‘vy The Company fur con 
In re The Bourne Brewery Co ld 
Slacke v The Bourne Brewery Co 
Id fur con 





Before Mr. Justice Byrne. 
Retained by order. 
Cause for Trial (with Witnesses), 
Dewrance v Sadgrove act pt hd 


Further Considerations. 
Knott v McCullum fur con (s 0 
for appointment of legal repre- 
sentative) 
Talbot v Talbot fur con and motn 
to vary report 
Green v Hiatt fur con 


Causes for Trial without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses. 
The Eaton Saxon Brewery Co 
Dalby v The Company Dale v 
The Company m f j (s o until 

further order) 

In re Sir E J Paul, dec Beavon v 
Pearce adjd sumns 

Badische Anilin and Soda Fabrik, 
&c, v W G Thompson & Cold 
and ors procedure sumns (s 0 
until answer to interrogatories) 

In re Bonham Lyon v Belcher 
adjdsumns (so for appointment 
of legal representative) 

Mallott v Wilson special case (by 
order, March 4, 1903) 

In re Wilcox & Co Hilder v Wil- 
cox &Co mf j 

In re Riley’s Settlement Borrow- 
manv Riley adjd sumns 

In re Beville Beville v Worsley 
adjd sumns 

Lee v The Aylesbury Urban Dis- 
trict Council adjd sumns 

Allison v Foster adjd sumns 

In re Ankerson Gange v Ankerson 
adjd sumns 


Tn re Mary Ker Hall, dee King v 
Sampson adjd sumns 
In re Edward Smith, dec Lough- 


ran v Smith adjd sumns 

In re Lord Rodney, dec Rodney v 
Bastard adjd sumns 

In re Kennard, dec Doddington v 
Kennard adjd sumns 

Miller and ors v James adjdsumns 


In re Jane Dickinson's Trusts 
Dickinson yv Dickinson adjd 
sumns 


In re Villar and Westcott’s Con- 
tract and In the Matter of the V 
and P Act, 1874 adjd sumns 

Lindo v Lindo mf j 

In re Irthlingboro’ Brick and Tile 
Co ld Adams v,The Company 
adjd sumns 

In re John Cook's Estate Quick v 
Hudson and ors ‘. sumns 

In re Saunders, dec hurstield v 
Cox adjd sumns 

William Vaughan vy Evan Vaughan 
adjd sumns 

Bootle Guardians v . Whitehaven 
Guardians and ors action (with- 
out witnesses) 





In re Henry Norsworthy, dec 
Norsworthy v Norsworthy adjd 


sumns 
In re Renshaw Seal v Edgelow 


adjd sumns 

In re Stuckley Kekewich v Stuckley 
adjd sumns 

Townshend and anr v Nichols and 
Marx adjd sumns 

In re Wilkes Wilkes y Wilkes 
adjd sumns 

In re Young Wheeler v Wheeler 
adjd sumns 

In re Thomas Peirson’s Settlement 
Cayley v De Waud adjd sumns 

In re George Harrison, dec Beale 
v Masefield adjd sumns 

In re Charles Frost, dec Jones ¥ 
Frost “4 sumns 

In re Anne eppin, dec Peppin y 
Kingdon jd sumns 


Companies (Winding-up) and 
Chancery Division. 
Companies (Winding-up),. 
Petitions. 

Caledonian Engineering Co ld (petn 
of W Monington—witnesses—s o 
from Nov 11, 1902, pending trial 
of action) 

Forrestt & Son ld (petn of Sharrer’s 
Zambesi Traffic Co ld—s o from 
Jan 20, 1903, until after appl) 

Pyrenees Minerals ld (petn of W C 
Heaton-Armstrong —s o from 
March: 10 to April 28) 

William Gibbs ld (petn of T G 
Chesterman—s o from March 24 
to April 28) 

London and South Counties Press 
ld (petn of Gus Hart—s o from 
March 31 to April 28) 

Protestant Literature Co ld (petn of 
E Richards—s o from March 3] 
to April 28) 

Mica ufacturing Co ld (petn of 
Development and Finance Co ld 
—s 0 from March 31 to April 28) 

Naval, Military and Civil Service 
Co-operative Soc of South Africa 
ld (petn of A C Skinner and anr— 
s 0 from April 7 to April 25) 

British. Electric Street Tramways 
ld (petn of A J Paine—so from 
April 7 to April 28) 

London (Riverside) Cold Storage 
Co ld (petn of A W Rodger—s o 
from April 7 to April 28) 

Byrne & Co ld (petn of Angove, 
Bromwich, & Yeo—s o from 
April 7 to April 28) : 

New Paper Makers’ Engineerin 
and Dandy Roll Patents Co } 

(petn of W G Kerswell) 

Louis Orr & Co ld (petn of F 
Pribul) 

Kennan’s Hotel (Cheapside) ld (petn 
of Carter, Hodges, & Co) 

A R Dean Id (petn of O C Hawkes 
ld) 


Loyal British Assurance Co ld (petn 
of Spencer, Evans, & Co) 

Hotel Metropole, Bexhill on Sea, 1d 
(petn of C P Wright) 

Monington & Weston ld (petn of 
Trading and Finance Corpn id 


Chancery Division. 
Petitions (for Reduction of Capital 
under Companies Acts, 1867 & 1877. 
S Haley & Sons ld and reduced 


(peta of vo gy o from 3ist 
ian to 28th April) 
Dexine Patent Packing and Rubber 


Co ld and reduced (petn of com- 
yany—s o from 3ist March to 
28th April) 

Slee, Slee & Co ld and reduced (petn 
of Company) 

Companies (Winding Up). 
Motions. 
Patent Chimney Pot Co Hi (to 
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——— 
enforce payment 
Liquidation account) 
Shaw, Lawrence & Co Id (Same) 


into- -Co.’s 


Companies (Winding-wup) and Chan- 
cery Division. 
Court. Summonses. 

Hiram Maxim Lamp Co ld (to dis- 
charge. order, dated 15th Jan, 
1903—Witnesses) 

Henry Lovibond & Son (1900) Id (on 
claim of H Lovibond & Son ld— 
Witnesses) 

Same (on claim of H Burman & 
Sons— Witnesses) 

Walker & Smith 1d (as to distribu- 
tion of funds) 

Stevenson’s Metal Co ld (for liberty 
to amend proof of debt—Good) 

Same (Same— Worsley) 

Same (on claim of Good) 

W &B Cowan ld {as to rights of 
Parkinson & Cowan) 

Celvicol Co ld. Capper v Celvicol 
€o ld (for direction as to Contract 
with Black and White Publishing 


Co 1d) 
Celvicol Co Id (to place H H Capper 
- on list of contributories) 
Sutton and Willoughby Ry Co (on 
claims of Wright and ors) 
Mannesmann Tube Co ld and 
reduc. d (on claim of L Posselil & 
Co) 

Before Mr. Justice Farwe.t. 
Retained by Order. 
Petitions. 

Rhymney Iron Co and Rhymney 

~ and Aber Valleys Gas Co 

In. te Lawrence Lawrence v¥ 
Coakes 

In re Tyne Valley Co 


Motions. 
Berry v Saddington 
Byrne v Fraser 
British Asbestos Co ld vy Boyd 
- Santa Gertrudi’s Jute Miils 
‘0 
In re Voss 
Rust v Bohm 


Adjourned Summones. 

Jn re The !Arauco Co Fleming v 
The Company 

In re Lady Charles Bruce Nicholl 
v Makins 

In re Baroness Llanover 
v Freshfield 

In re Wilson Hill v Hill 

In re William Wise 
Jackson 

In re Winn Speight v Winn 

In re de Almeda_ Sourdis v Keysor 

In re John Smith © Marshall vy 


Herbert 


Parrott v 


Smith 

In re Pratt Pratt v Harrison 

In re Galsworthy Galsworthy vy 
Watkins A 


In re J M McEwan & Co (ireef y | 


ny 
In re Thomas Howell v Thomas 
In re W J Brooke 
In re Steward Steward v Wood 
In re-Corbett Corbett v Viscount 
Cobham 
Crusoe v Markes 
In re Benson Elletson v Pillers 
In re Waugh Waugh v Cripps 


j Further Consideration. 
In re Marquis of Anglesey Countess | 
de Galve v Gardner 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
I tional os Coons 

nterna’ Tea Company's Stores 
ld v Hobbs act or 
Richardson v Fifield act 

In re Deighton’s Patent, No 15,670 


of 1890, &c. 
go into Witness List 
Sittings) 


Bowden act andm fj 
Codd v Delap act 


Atherton v Russell — act 
Silvester v Richards act 


Wilson & Co-ld 
May 1) 

In re Fort Fort v Hawkins 
sumns entered in Witness 
(by order) 

Taddy v Sterious 
May 1) 

Lucas v Lucas act 

Highley v. Poulton 
by order (pleadingstobe delivered) 

Blower v Roberts act 

Villiers vy The Rbodesia Investment 
Co ld 
(pleadings to be delivered) not 
before April 23 

Ostorne v Bradley 
by order 
deliver2d) 

Millard v Deason act for trial 

In re Miiller’s Trade Marks and In 
re Trade Marks Acts, 1883 to 1888 
motion entered in Witness List 
(by order) In re Miiller’s Trade 
Marks and Miiller v Miiller KB 
action (by order) to come on 
together, not before Ist June (by 
order) 

Reeves’ Chemical Sanitation ld v 
Mayor, &c.,of Henley-on-Thames 
action 

Coward v Williams 

Radermacher v 


act set down 
(pleadings to be 


action 


African Patent 


Rights ld action 
Bridge v Hutchinson action 
Mullis vy Hubbard action 


Faber v Gosforth Urban District 
Council action 


Before Mr. Justice Buckiey. 
Retained by Order. 
Adjourned Summons. 

Tn re Taylor’s Trusts In re Mathe- 
son’s Trusts Matheson v Taylor 

(not before April 25) 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Mathieson v Universal Steck Ex- 
change ld (restored) pthd 

Raggett and others v Raggett act 
(s-o until two days after sumns 
disposed of) 

In re H Petch, dec Petch v Mal- 
lett act (so for appointment of 
Legal Representative) 

Foort v Jameson act (so May 3) 

The British Thompson Houston Co 
ld v The Mayor, &c, of the 
City of Manchester act (not 
before April 24) 

Price v Ewen and anr_ act 

Vogler v Dods, Ker & Co act 

J B Brooks & Co 1d v Edward 
Lycett ld act (restored) 

Dewrance v Sadgrove act 

The New Cheshire County News 
Co 1d _v Business Survey Pub- 
lishing Co and ors act 

Serimgeour v Bromwich act 

Parmigiani v Attoresi act 

In re William Thorn, dec Bun- 

bury vRobinsandanr Bannister 

v Bunbury and anr Robins v 

Bannister and anr action and 

counter-claims 

Wilson v Allen act 

Cooper and ors v Taylor act 

Fels v Hodgson & Simpson 

Pullan v Griffiths act 

Roberts v Roberts act 

Townsend v Brickwood 


act 





of 1896 — ordered to go int 
Witness List (wo Trinity Sittings) 


act 


In re Morison’s Patent, No. 4,806 
petition ordered to 
(so Trinity 
London and Northern Bank ld v 


Davis v Gedge, Kirby & Millett act 
Willoughby v Lord Middleton act 


The Great Eastern Ry Cov G L 
act (not before 


adjd 
List 
act (not before 


act set down 


act set down by order 


Attorney-Gen v Mayor, Burgesses; 
and Corpn of Folkestone act 
Mee v Lidgett and ors act 
Prior v Osborne act 
Jennings v Beckett act 
Jarvis v Horlock act 
Ruston and anr v Pentelow act 
Stableforth v Bolanachi act 
The London Trust Co ld, on behalf, 
&e v Harding and ors act (so 
Trinity Sittings) 
Podmore v Sawyer act 
Straker v James R Crompion & 
Bros ld act 
Crisford v Hubbard act (set down 
by order) 
Byrne v King and ors act 
Johnstone v Montagu Young and 
ors act 
Bastou v Archer act 
Meredith v Mayson act 
Horsnell v Phillips and ors 
against C E Phillips only) 
Cowper and anr v Laidler act 
Quayle v Hedgecock act 
Tompson v Rowlands act 
Adams v Smith act 
De Kuyper v Wheeler Bros and anr 
act 
McGinnis v Edwards act 
Walter v Phillips and anr act 
Beckwith v Beckwith and ors 
Llewellin v Spencer & Evans 
Eckhaus v Birn Bros act 
Hulbert v Queen Anne’s Chambers 
act 


act (as 


act 
act 


Read and anr v Brereton act 
Seaward v Cleland act 
Hedges v Phillips act (without 


pleadings by order) 
Waterhouse v Duce 
sumns 
Gammons v Battersley act 
Colman v Hodson act 
In re James Manning, dec, Manning 
and anr v Bond and ors act 
The National Telephone Co 1d v The 
Mayor, Aldermen, and Citizens of 
the City and County of Kingston- 
upon Hull act 
Orred vy Bloxom act 
Shaw v Law Guarantee and Trust 
Soc ld act (without pleadings) 
In the Matter of Letters Patent 
granted to William Geipel, No. 
786,057 of 1893, and in the Patent 
and Trade Mark Acts, 1883 to 
1888 petn for revocation of 
patent (by order) 
In re Letchford 
Spreckley and ors 


act and adjd 


Letchford v 
act 





Before Mr Justice Joycr, 

Retained by Order. 
Motions, 

Wilkinson v Leyland 

Grene v Shafto 

Rayner v R& J Hill ld 

Guardians of the Poor of the Hol- 

born Union v Chambers 

Woking Mineral Water 

Daniells pt hd 


Co vy 


Adjourned Summonses, 
In re Smith Armstrong v Smith 
t hd 

dec 


P 
In_ re Shackel, 
Smith v Rhodes 


Snackel 
In re Smith 

In re Osborne Cox v Ventris 
Turnbull v Iderton 

In re Bengal], dec Falk v Cook 
In-re Eve Belton v Keyser 

In re Oatway Hertslet v Oatway 
In re Middleton Leseur v Middle- 


Brand v 


ton 
In re Midland Ry Co of Western 


Australia Midland Ry Co of 
Western Australia v Industrial 
and General Trust Co 2 adjd 


f£ummonses 





Moekton vy Cullerne act 


——— 


In re Atwood and Abbott's Contract 


and V & P Act, 1874 
In re Hall Green v Taylor 


Short Cause. 
Currie v Riley action pt hd(g9 
amend) : 


Further. Consideration, 
In. re Newman, dec Burns vy New. 
man pt hd 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses), 

Attorney-Gen v Birmingham, Tame 
and Rea District Drainage Board 
act 

Macaulay v Glass act (not befor 
additional security ordered, com. 
pleted) 

Platz v Hills act 

London County Council v South 
Met Gas Co act 

Duff v Fleming act and counter. 


claim 

Levers v Barke act and counter. 
claim 

Attorney-Gen v Mayor, &c of Barn- 
staple act 


North British and Mercantile Insce 
Co v Cliffcrd act 

Hayes v Tucker act (s 0) 

Stevens v Hoare act (stayed until 
return of Commission, by order) 

Lestie v Elliott act and counter. 
claim 

Anglo-Swiss Condensed Milk Co y 
Pearks, Gunston & Tee ld act 

Thompson v Burton act and counters 
claim 

Wills v Palmer act 

British West Africa and Ashanti ld 


v Jewell act and counter-claim 
In re Clinton Clinton v Clinton 
act 


In re Butterworth, Solr adjd sumus 
entered in Witness List (by 
order) 

‘Harvey v The Rural District Council 
of Truro act 

Imperial Accident Live Stock and 

General Insce Co ld v Browne 

act : 

Before Mr. Justice Swixven Eapy, 

Retained by Order. 

Causes for Trial (with Witnesses), 


Gray v Root. act pt hd 
Rowell v Satchell act 
Latter v Sedgwick act 


Ingolby v Ingolby (1900—-I—1,813) 


act Ingolby v Ingolby (1900—I 
—1,776) act to come on to- 
gether 


Bygott v Ashton act 

Williams v Williams act 

The Southern Syndicate ld vy Mayor, 
&c, of Weymouth and Melcombe 
Regis act (not before June 16) 


Causes for Trial (without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses). 
Phillips v Seaborne m fj (so 

with liberty to apply to enter in 
Witness List) 
In re Freeman Williams v Free- 
man adjd sumns (restored) 
Dyer v School Board of London 
adjd sumns 
In re Hudson and Windmill and 
V and P Act, 1874 adjd sumns 
In re Way* Ellis v Way adjd 


sumns 

In re Phillimore Phillimore ¥ 
Herbert adjd sumns 

In re Spencer Spencer v Spencer 
adjd sumns 

In re Hall Rawlings v Hall adjd 

sumns 

In re 9 & 10 Vict Cap © C IIL. and 

In re Thomas Wildbore, dec 

adjd sumus : 

In re Goad Goad y Goad adjd 





In re Cox, de¢ Crave y Veele 


sums 
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In re Davies’ Trusts Davies v 
Davies adjd sumns (restored) 

Cowdell v Lister mm f j (short) 

| Steel v Vick adjd sumns 


In re Owen Jones Jones v Evans | 
adjd sumns vente 4 

Inre Manser’s Settlement Wallis 
y Warner adjd sumns 


In re Archer . Archer v Archer | In re Evan Morgan ‘Morgan v 
adjd sumns | Morgan adjd sumns 
field v Jollife point of law | 
Mee de . Further Considerations. 


(set down by order) — 

Henley v Higgins adjd sumns 

leckhampton Quarries Co ld v 
Ballinger adjd sumns 

In re Charles Foster v Charles 
adjd sumns 

Jn re Millard’s Settlement Ormerod 
ySalter adjd sumns ; 


| Moore v Moore fur con. 
| In re Ashworth Taylor v Hindle 
fur con 
| In re Chenery Me 
Millan fur con 
In re Heath Marks v Lilley fur 
con 


Howard v 








The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


Aptil 28.—Messts. Denennam, Tewson, Farmuer, & Brincewa7ver, at the Mart, at 2, in 
Seventeen Lots :—Cricklewoo1, Willesden Green, and Wembley : Twenty ny 3 Lease- 
hold Houses, occupying excellent positions in their respective neighbourhoods, held for 
terms having from 67 to 99 years unexpired at Christmas, 1902, at moderate ground- 
rents, the gross rent-roll being about £658 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Stones, 
Morris, & Stone, London. (See advertisement, April 4, p. 5.) 

April 29.—Messrs. Dyzr, Sox, & Hixtox, at the Mart, at 2:—Woolwich and Erith 
(between): A highly important Freehold Building Estate of 42 acres, within a mile- 
and-a-half of Abbeywood, Belvedere, Erith, and Bexley-héath Stations, and about 12 

wiles from the Bank of England, possessing frontages of 3 000ft. tothe main Woolwich- 

yoad and Bedonwell Hill; the fine old residence distinguished as West Heath House 
and 12 detached residences, together of the rental value of £1,330 per annum. 

Solicitors, Messrs. Saxton & Morgan, London. (See advertisement, April 11, p. 5.) 


Result of Sale. 


Messrs. C. C. & T. Moore sold at the Mart, on Thursday last, Nos. 56, 58, 60, and 62, 
Navarino-road, Dalston, for £2,040; the houses Nos. 71, 77, 79, and 81, Bow-road, £800; 
and two houses in Landseer-road, Bow, £735; two cottages in St. George's, E., £630 ; and 
dwelling-houses in Mile End and Bromley, £575. 








. . . 
Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limirep In CHANCERY. 

Cuysixauam & Co, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 8, directed to be heard 
at the Town Hall, Queen’s rd, Hastings, on April 27. Vinall, Lewes, solor for petners. 
_ - appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon 
of April 25 

Exuptic Cycie Co} Luuren—Creditors are required, on or before June 1, to send their 
pames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Everard 
Cawthorpe, Lincoln. Mumford & Co, Bradford, solors for liquidator 

Guvexstzix, Saursox, & Co, Limitep = Voiuntary Liguipation)—Creditors are 
required, on or before May 30, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars 
¥ their debts or claims, to. George Arthur Whalley-Chapman, 14, Stanhope gdns, 

arringay 

New Papen Makers Exoineerine anp Daxpy Roi. Parents Co, Luutrep—Petn for 
winding up, presented March 30, directed to be heard April 28. Thomson & Thomson, 

st, petners’ solors.. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April 27 

Warcumakrrs’ AnLiANCK AND Ernest Goopr's Storrs, Linrrep —Creditors are required, 
on. or before May 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Frank I 'Tainter and Henry G Green, 11, Great Titchfield st 


London Gazette.—Tunspay, April 21. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitzp 1x CHANCERY. 


Avazoxia Rusner anv Travixe Co, Linrrep (ix Liquipation)—Creditors are required, 
on or before May 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Elles Hill, 79, Mark In 

Appretey Brinor Live Sroox Averron Co, Livtren (ix Voruytary Liguipatrox)— 
Creditors are required, on or before June 1, to send their names and and the 

culars of their debts or claims, to William Glossop, Cheapside, Bradford. eather- 
head & Knowles, solors for liquidator 

Bovrye Evorxrentve Co, Liurrep—Creditors are re on or before June 1, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Philip 
Edward Harding, 9 and 10, Tokenhouse yd. Sills, Cockspur st, solor for liquidator 

Drtacoa Bay anp Arnicay Express, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 

«) to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to W. J. Horn, 2, Tokenhouse bldg: ° 

Ixprrepesr Fiat Insurance Co, Linrrkp—Creditors are required, on or before May 25, 
| send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Jasper 
pam, %, Laurence Pountney hill, Cannon st. Wynne-Baxter & Keeble, Laurence 

f ‘ountney hill, solors for liquidator 

ANPLAND Ivsurance Co, Lintren —Petn for winding up, presented May 31, directed to be 
ong * . a Byrom st, Manchester, 4 May 4, at 16 o'clock, Murray, 

st, Manchester, solor for petner. Notice of a: ring must ch the abovi 
named nut later than 6 o'clock in The afternoon of Mays ~ vies — 
> Buiauroy, Eerrwont, ano Sracompe Brut Postixne ann Apvertisixe Co, 

ath ie a are souiests 2 or pm | May 18. to send theirnamesand 

J iculars thei bts lai f Gordon wson, 
44, Hamilton oe Ol ebts or claims, to John Byron Ma’ , 
‘oon Sine “ Wairr Rose” Co Lixrrrn—Creditors are required, on or before May 23, 
ane Sle names and addresses, and the particu'ars of their debts or claims, to 
Hela ace Archer, 64, Wool Exchange, Coleman st. Swepstone & Stone, Great St 
¥ 8, solors for liquidator 
IAMS Pork Deva Co, Limiren--Petn for winding up, presented 9, directed to 
be —y at Edmonton, on May 11, at 11 o'clock, Carter & Barber, Eldon st, solors for 
» Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than U o'clock in 


.Harnis, Mark, € 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette,—Turspay, April 7. 


Avtt, Eoxuxp, Great Wyrley, Stafford May 19 Wright & Marshall, Birmingham 

Autt, Mary Ans, Great W. , Stafford May 19 Wonks & Marshall, Birmingham 

Beyvett, Henry, Stroud, Glos May 5 Stuart. 

Buivumperc, May Frepericxa, Parliament Hill mans, Gospel Oak, Middlesex May 4 
Louch, Lincoln’s inn fields 

et Ames Henry Tscavoi, Capel,Surrey May 31 Wade & Lyall, Bishopsgate 
st Within 

Cameron, WittrAs Boots Josrrn Payce, Beacon, Seorrier, Cornwall May 16° Pontifex 
& Co, Andrew st, Holborn circus . 

Carter, ExvizasetTa Any, Cambri May 12 R C &8 Burrows, Cambridge 

Der1GHTON, JouN, Heat y June1 Ford & Warren, Leeds 

Dixon, Joun Roperr, ent Mayll Brown & Brown, 

Driver, Henry Iveie, Buff pl, Camberwell April 25 Driver, Warwick ct 

Drrpen, James, Farmer, Bromley, Kent May9 Douglas, i 

Esxis, Joun Francis, Barrow in Furness, Commission Agent May 25 Townsend, 


Barrow in Furness 
Forp, Josepn, Surbiton June 24 Smith & Burrough, Wedmore, Somerset 
— Wiruiam, Malmesbury, Wilts, Solicitor May 20 Forrester & Co, Malmes- 


ury 
FriepLanper, ALbert Lesser, Houndsditch May 4 Vincent & Vincent, a row 
Groree, Tuomas Lar mare and Eiaza Nutt Georee, Ri , Surrey May Senior & 


unk, n 

Hiaas, Frorence, ieee May 12 Berryman, Nottingham 

Hort, Winuiam op ueen's rd, Brownswood park , Draper May 14 Billinghurst & 
ucklers 

IreLanp, Wutuiam, Blackburn, Iron Broker May 20 a. Blackburn 

Jarrett, THOMAS, Flax Burton, erset, Smith May 4 Burbidge, Bristol 

Jouns, Mary Ayx, Venton, oe ory, x! 9 Hill, Penzance 

Kauy, Jonas, Canonbury April 28 ler & Co, Telegraph st 

Keevine, Saran, May 11 Shaftoe, York 

Kina, Exiza, Compton, nr Guildford April 30 Mellersh, Godalming 

Kye, ae. Brierton cum Broughton, Backs, Farmer May 7 Aotwood & James; 

ylesbury 
LapaGe, Emm atine, Macclesfield Ma 


ag Scott, Bradford 
Lister, Mary Ann, Keighley, York y1 Lister & Turner, Keighley — 


Luprorp, Jou, Trefriw, Carnarvon May 19 Wright & Marshall, Birmingham 

Mi.iett, Moxtacve, Dharmaala, Multan, Punjae Todin May 31 Crossman & Co, 
ornbury, RSO, Glos 

NEALL, Hewry, Eastbourne May11 Bartlett, New 

Orver, Caro.tve, Stourbridge, Worcester May 16 Harwards & Co, Stourbridge 

Panes, Jonn, Weston super i 


yf = Panes, Bristol 

Pearce, Henry, Birkdale, Lancaster y 16 Welsby & Smallshaw, Southport 

—, o —e- Park Nurseries, nr Tulse Hill, Nurseryman May 14 Honey & Honey, 
ilpot 


PILitna, Simian, Leigh, Lancs, Provision Dealer April 28 Marsh & Co, Leigh 

sia Bensamix, Conway, Carnarvon, Station Master May 11 Porter & Amphlett, 
nway 

Provost, Evizasetu Any, Birkdale, Lancs Jan20 Welsby & Smalishaw, Southport 

Ripae, Grorce Luxe, Gunnersb May3 W: i & Sons, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 

Suernerp, Josepu Grorar, Seven Kings, Essex May 11 Stileman & Neate, Southam: 


st, Bloomsbury sq 
a = Joun Lixtors Aranty, GCB, GCMG, Blackwater July 1 Wood, Wrington, 


erset 
Sinaieton, James, Brookstown, Lancs, Farmer May 3 Berry, Manchester 
Faepn, farene, Whitstable on Sea, Kent May 7 Armitage & Chapple, Bishopsgate st 
ithin ‘ 
Wurretey, Hannan, Little Horton, Bradford =e. Wright & Co, Bradford 
arene Wi.itam Luovp, St Albans, Hertford, Surveyor April 30 Robinson, St 


Woopneap, Caters Esxrick, Manchester May 20 Wright & Co, Bradford 
Wooptey, SARAR, Clifton, Bristol May 2 Pearson, Bristol 


London Gaz-tie.—Frivar, April 10, 
Arvxotp, Jonxy Wiiiiam, Deal May 11 Brown & Brown, Deal P 
Barros, Wa.truew CLarance, Brighton ying 2° & Co, Brighton 
Rrowse, Dame Aticg Mary Anna May8 ebb, 
Cuapwicx, Exttey, South Shore, Blackpool May 23 
CuierInpALi, Fanyy, Croftlands, Lancaster May 31 
Crarke, Tuomas, Braunton, Devon April 18 & Chanter, 
Cotagck, Grorar, Ashton under Lyne 30 Ellison, Ashton under Lyne 
Conrynesr, Evizaneru, Highweek, Devon 4 Webster, Newton Abbot 
May 30 Ww T i York 
& Johnson, Liandudno 
Bristol 


Sons, Belton 
Maxsted & Co, Lancaster 
Barnstaple 


Darron, Hawyan, York &KE 
Davies, Jonx, Llandudno, Stonemason May 1 
Davis, Groner Epwarb Bristol June 20 & 
Day, Emty, Chelsea May 31 

ton. 8 Dyke, 


Dorrox, MarTHA Ax . Lancaster pl 
Easton, vant, Soe Heath, Kent May10 Dawes & Sons, Angel ct, Th orton st 


Epetuvu.ier, Hermann, “7 April 28 Hi & Ryland, Birm 
Gane, Jonn, Merthyr Tyd eredith, Merthyr Tyan 


*s inn 


fil 2 M 
Gipsisoyx, Oswatv, Alnwic! WesthamberionA, Iankeernet 15 Percy, Alnwick 
GREENWOOD, Fee Gectheed Lancaster 30 Manchester 
Grirritns, Josrrn, 7 Worvester April 28 Jobson & all, Dudley 
Harris, ELzavor, Castle Camps, Cam May 11 Bates, Haverhill, Suffolk 


Cam 
Hartianp, WitiaM hmm Bridstow, Hereford, Yeoman June 
Hatrox, Wittiam, Higher Broughton, nr Manchester Max 


chester 
Hivt, Karaanixe Evrzanrrn Harrex Surragp, Fermoy, Coanty Cork, Ireland May 15 


Joxns, Taos ay Raa Harries, Rha: 

onns, THOMAS \ 

iMacranae, To Leeds, ion Agent 1 Denham, Lewis 
Mynors, Ricuarp, len, Kent June 1 Hores & Co, Lincoln's inn fiekis 
Nicot, Wititam, Northam, Devon May Bazeley Bideford 


21 x 
Parxer, Josxpn, Linwood, Lincoln May 1 Page & Padley 
Price, Wiruras Etirort, Re Hereford, = May 30 ane Ross 
wn ~ Owey, Liangynog, Mont, Quarry Propeieter May ‘Minshalis & Co, 
Banchas, Kaeree, Edgbaston, Birmingham May 9 Sandars & Haniing, Lincoln's 
inn , 
Sanaayxt, Epwarpv, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Solicitor May 9 Sandars & Harding, 
Linooln’s inn fields x 
Savaar, Arrcr, Somerset nl, Highgate nl May 25 Sewell & Oo, OX Broad st 
Brean, Henry, Al ey, Leeds, Licensed Victualler Taeds 
Tvryer, SARAn, Hollinwood, Lancaster a 2 IR 
it, nr New South Wales Mavi 


Wicxtnsox, Epizanera Syau, Glebe Sydney, 
Hopgoods & Dowson, ing gdas 


Cunni 








¢ afternoon of May 9 


Winxison, Jann, May 98. Miller & Oo, Li j 

Witrows, Pamar, Si i Farmer May 1 x 

Wray, Rowoxn, Palace ri Tulse Hill, Surrey, Woollen Merchant May Tt Cartwright & 
ie Pat ater row 
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Loniton Gasette.—Turspay, April 14. 


, Burt, Peacivat Jounson, St Swithin’s In, Soliditor May 18 Powell & Burt, St Swithin’s In 
CrrErp, Joun, West Pennard, Somerset, Yeoman May 25 - Nalder, Shepton Mallet 
Hayes, Wini1am, Hove May12 Cockburn, Brighton - 
IscGer, Wrrttax FREDERICK, horpe Constantine, Staffs May 15 Stow & Co, Linczoln’s 
inn 
Jonsson, Katuarine Anna, Up Hatherley, nr Cheltenham May 27 Winterbotham & 
Cheltenham 








, Che! 
Moreay, Cuartes Eovuunp, Hastings, Postmaster May 15 Morgan, Hastings 
Pow Les.LanD, Jonx, Highbury hill, Hosier May 14 Sawbridge & Son, Aldermanbury 
Reep, Cuarvotre Mary, Hastings May 15 Morgan, Hasting; 
Taorr, Aanes Saran, Cheltenham May 27 Winterbotham & Co, Cheltenham 


London Gazette-—Fripay, April 17. 


A.tey, Toomas, Markshall, Norfolk, Farmer Junel Culley, Norwich 
Beprorp, oe James GuTariz, Doddington, Cambridge June 1 King & Sharman, 
Mare 








Brapant, Faeperick Wittram Carrinatox, Gloucester, Stationer June 24 Langley- 
Smith, Gloucester 

Bravo, Caar.es Ctement, St Ann, Jamaica May 23 Davis, Moorgate st 

Brigutmay, Henry Anson, North Shields, Shipbroker May 30 Copland & Son, Sheerness 

BaiautTmMan, Saran, Holbeach May 29 Sturton, Holbeach 

Bureess, Susay, New Burlington st June2 Herbert, Cork st, Burlington gdns 

Buryetr. Joun, and Cuarvorre Boryetr, Griffithstown, Monmouth May 21 Watkins 
& Co, Pontypool 

Cuapwick, Tuomas, Bury, Agent May 23 Howarth, Bury 

—. at Heigham, Norwich, Shopkeeper May 23 Cozens-Hardy & Jewaon 

orwic! 

Cooxe, Wiiu1am Amerose, Chedburgh, Suffolk June1 Greene, Bury St Edmunds 

Cowi1z, Emme.ine, Birkenhead May 30. Wilson & Cowie, Liverpool 

Coxeter, James, Highgate rd May 21. Lithgow, Wimpole st 

Derrinaton, Henry, Greetland, nr Halifax May 12 Marshall, Greetland 

Exuiorr, Catuertne Mary, Holland BK. Kensington May 2i Beattie, Bedford row 

Exuis, Atrrep, Moss, nr Doncaster y1 Walker, Dewsbury 

Evyaze, Wit11aMm Lioyp, Ramsgate May 18 Whitehead, Ramsgate 

Fry, Dany Patmer, Haverstock hill, Barrister May 29 Jennings & Chater, Chancery In 

Hustier, Caarves Devereux, New Malden, Surrey May 25 Paxon, Norfolk st, Strand 

Ketty, Sara, Bolton May 21 Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 

Kina, Jonny, Kingston upon Hull, Dairyman Junel Davis, Hull 

Lorp, James Heyry, Norwich May 14 Francis & Back, Norwich 

May, Rapnae. Ramsey, Southsea May19 Bramsdon & Childs, Portsmouth 

Ming, E.tex, Leamington Spa June 30 Withington & Co, Manchester 

Morris, Toomas, Bridgwater May6 Bishop, Bridgwater 

Newman, Frayk, Basingstoke, Hants, Mineral Water Manufacturer April 25 Chandler 
& Go, Basingstoke 

Norman, Joun ALDWELL, Bournemouth, Cycle Manufacturer 
Bournemouth 

Part, Oswatp Evwarp, Andoversford, Glos June 15 Holdsworth & Paynes, Old 

‘jeants’ inn, Chancery In 
Purser, Anne JANeE, Llante; a Crunwear, Pembroke June1 Godden & Co, Old Jewry 
Riguaton, Saran, Blockley, Worcester May 15. Barkes, Moreton in Marsh 
BsoN, THOMAS WILLIAM, Audlem, Chester May 20 Smith, Audlem 

SHarpe, Josern Carter, Southampton, Importer May 11 Emanuel & Emanuel, 
Southampton 

Sazrwoop, Peter Wii11aM, Pickering, Yorks, Master Mariner May 31 Fisher, Cardiff 

SiapE, ABRAHAM, Twickenham June 15 Holdsworth & Payne, Old Serjeants’ inn 





















June 1 Bone, 














meee Jounx Epwarp, Bredbury, Chester May 30 Goulty & Goodfellow, Man 


ches 
Tomiixson, THomas, Walton le Dale, Lancaster June1 Ward & Wensham, Preston 
ene” youre Sou 


Tracey, Caro.inE, Southend on Sea Mayi11 Barrett, Leadenhall st 
Watrer, Wituiam Baker, Horncastle, Lincoln, Farmer May 15 Tweed, Horncag'‘le 
Waite, Atreep Meeks, Wood st May 30 Debenham & Walker, Gresham bldgs 


Londen Gazetie.—Tuespay, April 21. 


Awyperson, Grorce, Leicester May 20 Toller & Pochin, Leicester 

Beprorp, Saran, Liverpool May 31 McMillin, Liverpool 

Bitssorrow, R+ Rev Joan, DD, Manchester May 29 Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 

Bonp, MarGaret, Latchford, nr Warrington June2 Fletcher, Leeds 

Buxce, Witt1am, Tunbridge Wells, Commercial Traveller May8 Robb, Tunbridge Waly 

Burce, Ropert Jackman, Gloucester, Theatre Proprietor May 30 Heath & Eckersall, 
Cheltenham 

Busx, ANDREW Laweence, Southwell gins, 8S Kensington June1 Fox & 2o, Victoria ¢ 

CamPpBELt, Davip WiLktnson, Greenock, NB May 22 Halliley & Morrison, Bedford 

Crate, Exvizapetn Hannan, Pelham cres, 8 Kensington May 19 Batchelor & Co, 


Pancras In 
oon, waeeae, Long Ashton, Somerset, Tobacco Merchant June 1 Abbot & Co, 
risto 
Dawson, Ricnarp Henry, Saundby Grove, Nottingham, Surgeon May 30 Shackles& 
Dunkerly, 


Dornine, WiLLiaAmM Jonn, Didsbury May 19 Newton & Son, Stockport 
—— Isaac, Heath Town, Stafford, Brick Manufacturer June 8 ‘Tildesley, Willen. 


EarnsHaw, GrorGe, Low Bradfield, York, Farmer May 22 Smith & Co, Sheffield 


Reynolds, Liverpool 

Fisuer, Francis, Worksop, Maltster May 25 Hodding & Co, Worksop 

Greey, WILLIAM Ectiort, Petworth, Sussex May 16 Pitfield. Petworth 

Groom, a AFreD, St Peter's, Thanet, Kent May 20 Thompson & Co, Raymond 

8 

Watsoen, Gsonee, Thames Ditton, Surrey May7 Stilgoe, Essex st 

James, Er1zasetH DerEnam, Heaton, Newcastle upon Tyne May9 Kay, York 

Joun, Tuomas, Haverfordwest May 14 George, Haverfordwest 

Jones, IsumaEL, Mold. Flint, Slate Merchant Junel Simon & Evans, Mold 

Jusy, Cuag.otre. Thorpe Hamlet, Norwich Junel Rackham, Norwich 

Law, Witt1Am,Clapton May 30 Double, Fore st 

Liste, Emity Carottye, Tunbridge Wells May8 Robb, Tunbridge Wells 

Lovett, CHar.es Harman, High Wycombe, Coach Bnilder May 29 Rutland, Caanceryln 

Lupa, Mary Jayg, Ashton under Lyne May2 Pownall, Ashton under Lyne - 

Mari.uier, Ropert AspLanpD, Scarborough Junel Simpson & Co, Gracechurch st 

Prisn, Hannan, Kingston upon Hull July 15 Miidlemiss & Pearce, Hull 

RatsEn, ADELAIDE JANE, Winsham, Somerset May 30 Dale, Finsbury circus 

Row ey, Joun, Handforth, Chester May 18 Pownall, Ashton under Lyne 

RopMan, Freperick, Swindon, Wilts June2 Norris & N ris, Bedford row 

Suits, Caar.es, Gt Yarmouth May4 Burton & Son, Gt Yarmouth 

SmitH, Harry JosepH Hammonp, Stratford May 30 Baileys & Co, Berners st 

Surru, Saran Any, Hastings June1l Morgan, Hastings 

Srock, Cuarues, Hereford, Farmer May3l W H & ¥'S Collins, Ross 

Truwaitt, Cuaries, Kingsdown, Kent, Solicitor June 17 Freeman, Abingdon st, 
Westminster 

| WappixcTon, James, Preston, Tobacconist May 21 Forshaw & Parker, Preston 














Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, April 17, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. } 

Bonn, Tuomas Crawrorp, Holt, Norfolk, Carpenter Nor- | 
wich Pet April15 Ord April 15 

Breacn, Witt1am, Eastbourne, Bootmaker Eastbourne 


Pet April 15 Ord April 15 | LLIns, GzorGE Dovatas, 
Dacws, Max, Genel so Whitechapel, Draper High Court | Om, Cognes, ‘ 





Builder April 28 at 12 









CARTER, TAGvE Cuartes, Norton Folgate, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet April15 Ord April 15 
Cotiins, Groraze Doveias, Frinton on Sea, Contractor 
Colchester Pet March 18 Ord April7 

Cross_ry, James Hutpen, Liversedge, Yorks, Commercial 
Traveller Dewsbury Pet April15 Ord April 15 

Heerrop, Epuunp, Alfreton, Derby, Wheelwright Derby 
Pet ~~ 15 Ord April 15 

Hockina, Emma, Falmouth, Fruiterer Truro Pet April 11 
Ord April 11 

Joxes, Rusert Lioyp, Penmaenmawr, Butcher 

Dec5 Ord DecS 






| Datias, Freperick, F 






Durrant, ALBERT 







ruptcy bldgs, Carey et 






Bangor 





Middlesbrough 






wansea Pet Marchi12 Ord April 15 





15 Ord 






Farmer Carl: Pet April 9 Ord April 11 Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 






Ord April 15 
Mackenziz, Joun Artnur Kerr, Bournemouth Poole Hopxiys, 
Meret Match 81 Ond April 15 |" Dealer 
ITCHELL, ANDREW Davin, Derby, Builder Derby Pet g 
April9 Ord April9 6 : =e 
Moris, Freperick Puitipsr, Plimsoll st, Ship’s Captain 
Co Pet March 24 Ord April 15 
Ozmonp, G M, High st, Boro, Licensed Victualler High 
Court Pet Jan12 Ord April 15 
Pearson, Jon, Carbrook, Sheffield, Carter Sheffield Pet 
April 15 Ord April 15 
RicHarps, Wittiam Apams, West Bromwich, Enameller 
Bromwich Pet April 15 Ord April 15 
Roperts, Tuomas Parcer, Narberth Pembroke Dock 
Pet April 14 Ord April 14 





Jeremian, Am 
April 25 at 12 











Portsmouth 






pril15 Ord April 15 






man Joiner Derby Pet April9 Ord April 9 






‘armer Newport, Mon Pet April9 Ord April 9 11.30 





Court Pet March 11 Ord April 9 
Wuirr, ALEXANDER Jony, Eastington, Glos, 
Gloucester Pet April15 Ord April 15 







London Gazette of April 10: 





chester 






Salford Pet March 20 Ord April 7 14, Chapel st, Preston 








| FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st fs 
-_ > er bes: © Rise, po 
grocer May 1 at 11 uptey s, Carey 8' 
Emmons, 8, Trebovir rd, Earl's Court April 30 at 11 Bank- | 


Fiercuer, Witt1am Priestmay, Norton, nr Stockton on | 
Tees, Bricklayer April 29 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, 


— es 11.30 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 
Littiz, James, a ‘arm, nr Wigton, Cumberland, Hocxixa, Emma, Falmouth, Fruiterer April 27 at12 Off | Isznsera, Simon, Lower Chapman st, Commercial ni, 


Keever, Grorce, Stoke Newington, Dairy Foreman 
April 28 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st — 

| Linca, Epwarp, Derby, Boot Manufacturer April 28 at 3 | 

| Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Lives, Rosert, Roydon, Norfolk, Fish Hawker April 29 

at2 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

LisnetT, Bensamin Frank, Clapham rd, Solicitor April 29 | Norracore, Caariie Montague, Queen Anne’s gate, 
at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st | 

Merepitn, Jonn James, Stamshaw, Portsmouth, Baker | Pearson, Joun. Carbrook, Sheffield, Carter Sheffield Pet 
April 27 at 3 Off Ree, i 


Ruspex, Ricnarv Lowry, Falmouth, Outfitter Truro Pet | Moraax, Frrpertck Witttam, Wandsworth Bridge rd, | 
A Draper April 27 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Srenpiove, Wittiam, bs yy Hartshay, Derby, Journey- | Oxiver, CaarLes Tuomas, Tonbridge, Licensed Victualler | 
April 29 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London Brid, 
Waters, Josern Hervert, Lianvaches, nr Magor, Mon, | Rowianps, AsranAm, Aberystwith, Joiner April 28 at 
F Town Hall,’ Aberystwith 
Watkins, Hersert, New Broad st, Accountant High | Wareuam, Grorce, Vauxhall Bri 
Manager April 27 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Baker | West, Epmunp, Queenborough, Kent, Licensed Victualler 
April 27 ¢ par 115, reg goog iat 
i i ‘ . | Wueretpon, Jonn Curistian, Moss Side, nr Manchester, | 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the Caterer April 25 at 11.30 Off R2c, Byrom st, Man- | Srenpiove, WILLIAM, bs ny Hartshay, Derby, Journey- 


| beer ye by Sender Spethatsh, Salesman ‘April 28 at 
- . 1.15 County Court, West Bromwich 
Boppy, Bexsamix 8, Willesden In, Willesden green, | wrexexs, WALaER, Brasted, nr Sevenoaks, Farmer April 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 27 at 12 The Angel Hotel, Tonbridge, Kent 


| Breacu, Witiiam, Eastbourne, Bootmaker April 28 at | ; “ — ~ sibs apaadl m. 
1.45 Coles & Sons, Seaside rd, Eastbourne | Woop, Ropret Arna, Strand. Mining Engineer April 20 
Burton, Taomas, Nelson rd, 
facturer April 27 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Cuanpier, Percy, Wolverhampton, Publican April 27 
at11t Off Rec, Wolverhampton 


at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
ADJUDICATIONS, 


AsuBy, Jonny. Lowestoft, Builder Gt Yarmouth Pet Mar 
17 Ord April 15 


Stroud green, Boot Manu- 


Frinton on Sea, Essex, Con- 


x 9 tractor April 28 at11 Gt Eastern Hotel, Liverpool st | Benry, Jonn. Northiam, Sussex, Horse Dealer Hastings 
Pet — 9 Ord April 9 | Coox, Watrer Herpert, Dash i 
On April 28 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Casey ot : 
CorntTuwaite, WitL1AM, Liverpool, Kope Dealer April 29 
at 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st Liverpool 
‘alklan: 


wood House, New Broad st | Ord April 15 
| Boppy, Bensamin Surtu, Lydford rd, Willesden In, Builder 
High Court Pet Mar 20 Ord April 9 


Tpoo! 
d rd, Hornsey May 1 at 12 wich Pet April15 ord April 15 . 
Brown, Max, Mansell st, Whitechapel, Draper High Court 
Pet April9 Ord April 9 

| CARTER Moytacue Cuartes, Norton Folgate, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet April15 Ord April 15 

Crosstry, JAMES Hoxwpen, Liversedge, Commercial 
Traveller Dewsbury Pet April 15 Ord April 15 

Fie.ip, Henry Rosert, Henderson rd, East Ham, Jeweller 
High Court Pet March18 Ord April 9 


Kyoyzie, Davin Regs, Swansea, Chartered Accountant | Gitpert, GrorGe C, Harley pl, Marylebone rd April 29 at | Herrrop, Epmunp, Alfreton, Derby, Wheelwright Derby 

8 p! hat Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

ian are, Roydon, a ish Hawker Ipswich | Hitt, Georce, Scholar Green. 
1 


d Pet April 15 Ord April 15 
Chester, Butcher April 27 at Hockixe, Emma, Falmouth, Fruiterer Truro Pet April ll 
Ord April 11 


Grocer High Court Pet April2 Ord April 9 


sae nas’ Canonbury pk North High Court Pet | Horan, James Peacock, Beechdale rd, Brixton, Journal- | Joxzs, Rosert Luoyp, Penmaenmawr, Carnarvon, Butcher 
26 ist April 30 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
ord, 


Bangor Pet Dec 5 Ord Jan 21 

Carmarthen, Tea | Lives, Rosert, Roydon, Norfolk, Fish Hawker Ipswich 

Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Car- Pet April 15 Ord April 15 

Lirtie, James, Syke Farm, nr Wigton, Cumberland, 
Farmer Carlisle Pet April9 Ord April 11 

Mackenziz, Joun Artuur Kerr, Bournemouth Poole 
Pet March 31 Ord April 15 

Mercuant, Wiiuam, and Epuuxp Exsroy, Nurseries, 
Winchmore hill, Nurserymen Edmonton Pet March 2 
Ord April 9 


Westminster High Court Pet Dec 24 Ord April8 

Cambridge junc, High st, April15 Ord April 15 

| Pickarb, Samvet, Liverpool st.Merchant High Court Pet 

} April7 Ord April 9 

| Rayner, F J, Slinfold, Sussex, Contractor Brighton Pet 
March 7 Ord April 15 

Ricaarps, Witiram Apams, West Bromwich, Enameller 
West Bromwich Pet April 15 Ord April 15 

Roserts, Tuomas Parcet. Narberth, Pembroke Pembroke 

rd, Theatrical | Dock Pet April14 Ord April 14 

| Rowtanps, ABRAHAM, Aberystwyth, Joiner, Aberystwyth 

| Pet Agee 7 Ord April 15 

Ruspen, Ricuarp Lowey, Falmouth, Outfitter Traro 
Pet April 15 Ord April 15 


man Joiner Derby Pet April9 Ord April 9 


a - saa Forze, Stretford, nr Manchester, Timber Wuiraker, Henry, Burnley, Ale Bottler April 28 at 10.30 | Watrzr, Mortimer, Dartford, Kent High Court Pet 


Feb 20 Ord April 9 





April 25, 1903, is 


thend on Sea, Licensed Trinity Pilot May 11 Barrett, Leaden. 


Evans, Nicaotas Jouyx, Egremont, Cheshire, Customs Officer June 6 H C & Ag 


Bonp, ‘Tuomas Crawrorp, Holt, Norfolk, Carpenter Nor-: 
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April 25, 1903- 
a 


Sir Wiit14m, Manzenod av, Kilburn, Baronet 

Waste Ccurt Pet Jan 30 Ord April 9 

‘Warers, Joszpu HERBERT, Lianvaches, nr Magor, Mon, 
Farmer Newport Pet April 9 Ord April 9 

Ware, Avexanpsr JOHN, Eastington, Glos, Baker 

Gloucester Pet April15 Ord April 15 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


-sipg, THomas, School In, Chapeltown, Journeyman 
Hesviumber, Leeds’ Adjud May 23, 1900 Annul April 8, 


1903 . ‘ 

McIxtyee, Hector Doxcay, Putney, Colliery Proprietor 
Carmarthen Adjud Oct 4, 1898 Annul April 9, 1903, as 
from March 13, 1902 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 

O’Coyon, Mary Anse Priscrtta_Josrrnixr, Brompton 
sq, Spinster High Court Rec Ord Nov 27, 1903 Adjud 
Jan 7, 1903 Annu] and Rese April 1, 1903 


London Gazette.—Tvurspay, April 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Barey, Josern Hopasoy, High Wycombe, Builder Ayles- 
b Pet April17 Ord April 17 
Barker, Rocer Watker, Harrogate, Yorks, Road Con- 
tractor York Pet March31 Ord April 16 
Brarp, JAMes ArTaur, Burton on Trent Burton on Trent 
Pet March 17 Ord April 16 
Berrs, ArncHipaLp SamvuEL, Wargrave, Berks Reading 
Pet April 15 Ord April 15 
Buiacksury, Freperick W1111AM, South Shore, Blackpool, 
Builder Preston Pet March 31 Ord April 17 
Boors, Joan Waiter, Greasbro, nr Rotherham, Journey- 
man Carter Sheffield Pet April17 Ord April 17 
Brown, Georae, Anstey, Leicester, Builder Leicester Pet 
April16 Ord April 16 
Buextey, Isaac, Almondbury, -nr Huddersfield, Collier 
Huddersfield Pet April9 Ord April 9 
Crark, Witt1AM CuristopHer, Somerford Keynes, Glos, 
Farmer Swindon Pet April16 Ord April 16 
Cook, Beat, Reading, Decorator Reading Pet April 17 
Ord April 17 : 
Daty, Josern, Liverpool, Commercial Traveller Liverpool 
Pet March 28 Ord April 16 
Danetts, Jonn Witttam, Hove, Provision Merchant 
Brighton Pet April17 Ord April 17 
Dixon, Gzorce, Wallsend, Builder, Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet April15 Ord April 15 
Drew, Joun, Camberwell grove High Court Pet March 27 
Ord April 17 
Deew, Saran Ann, Taunton, Butcher Pet 
March 31 Ord April 18 
Du Bois, Freperick, Coleman st High Court Pet Feb 28 
Ord April 17 
Forp, Cuartes A, Leicester, Builder Leicester Pet 
March 14 Ord April 18 
Foustars, Hucu Francis, Scuthampton, Pianoforte 
Dealer Southampton Pet April18 Ord April 18 
Grayt, Arrnur Brewin, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet April18 Ord April 18 
Hannis, Cuartes Danpo, Leicester, Journeyman Cutler 
- Leicester Pet April 18 Oad April 18 
Jones, Jonx, Chepstow, Mon, Grocer Newport, Mon Pet 
_ April 16 Ord April 16 
Kxicut, Cuartes, Wylde Green, Warwick, Commission 
Agent Birmingham Pet April18 Ord April 18 
ae ety Burnley Burnley Pet April 17 Ord 
pri 
Oares, Witt14M, Mirfield, Contractor’s Foreman Dewsbury 
Pet April 17 Ord April 17 
Pearce, Francis Artuur, Bristol, Auctioneer Bristol 
Pet April 18 Ord April 18 
Perkins, Harry Epwarp, Somerset, Builder Frome Pet 
April16 Ord April 16 
PowE., Freperick James, Blakeney, Glos, Leather Seller 
Gloucester Pet April18 Ord April 18 
Reape, Dare Heser-Percy Hersert, Airlie, Bothwell, 
Seotland High Court Pet April16 Ord April16 
REAvELEY, ALFRED, Knaresborough, Bricklayer’s Labourer 
York Pet April15 Ord April 15 
Rosixson, Aaron, jun, Benwell, Northumberland, Joiner 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet April17 Ord April 17 
Searort, Wit.iam, Newmarket, Pork Butcher Cambridge 
Pet April7 Ord April 18 : 
Suorr, Frank Artuor, Broughton, Northampton, Plumber 
Northampton Pet April8 Ord April 8 
SaortLanp, Cuarues, Rothwell, Northampton, Boot Manu- 
_facturer Northampton Pet March25 Ord April 18 
Skirtu, Atice Tompkins, Ullesthorpe, Leicester, Innkeeper 
Leicester Pet April16 Ord April 16 
Sourn, Harry, Carrick st, Covent Garden, Electrical 
oe ae High pra iy $- — 28 Ord April 16 
PEAKMAM, THOMAS, erton nes, Farmer 
April 18 Ord April 18 ” ee 


Taunton 


Taytor, Josern, Balby, nr Doncaster, Carting Contractor 
il 16 


_ Sheffield Pet April 16 Ord April 1 
a Bath, Builder Bath Pet April18 Ord 
word Ape Leeds, Merchant Leeds Pet Feb 18 
ATERS ILLIAM, Kettering, Plumber WN 
_ Pet April15 Ord Aprils maar 
Worpsworrn, Jox Harry, Hathersage, Derby, Wire 
Manufacturer Derby Pet April 15 Ord April 15 
Amended notices substituted for those published in the 
Row London Gazette of April 10: 
OWLANDS, AbRAHAM, Trefechan, Aberystwith, Joiner 
Ive eres Te 7 pot 7 Ord April 7 
8, AARON, , , 
per Ry a A eerhouse Keeper Bedford Pe} 
‘ RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
Oster, Recinatp Le Neve, Harrytown Hall, Bredbur 
ire, Chemical Manufacturer Stockport ‘i 
Aug 11, 1902 Rese March 20, 1903 ait dite 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Avs, Roperr, Cardiff, Grocer April ; 
Rec, 117, 8¢ Mary st, Caniiif pril 29 at 12 Off Ree,. 


Barker, Rocer WALKER, Harrogate, York, Road Contrac- 
tor (April 30 at 1.90 Off Rec, The Red House, Dun- 


eombe pl, 

Benry, Jony, Northiam; Sussex, Horse Dealer May 12 at 
11.30 County Court Office, 24, Cambridge rd, Hast- 
ings 

Brown, Max, Mansell st, Whitechapel, Draper May 4 at 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, ag | st : 

Bucx.ey, Isaac, Almondbury, York, Collier April 30 at 3 
Off Rec, Prudential bldgs, Huddersfield 

CARTER, MowytTaaue Cuar.es, Norton Folgate, Licensed 
Victualler gf 4at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Crossiey, James Hotpen, Liversedge, York, Commercial 
Traveller —? at 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Cor- 
poration st, bury f 

Daves, Jonny Wii11aM, Hove, Provision Merchant April 
30 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Davies, Tuomas, Merthyr Tydfil, Clothier April 30 at 12 
135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

DS, Joun, rer grove May5 at1 Bankruptcy 

? rey 

Drew, Teese Any, Taunton, Butcher April 29at11 Off 
Rec, 58, Hammet st, Taunton 

Earzey, Frepverick, Tunbridge Wells, Florist April 30 at 
2.30 The Swan Hotel, Tunbridge Wells 

Evans, Joux, Pant, Cwmdwr, Llywel, Brecon, Farmer 
April 29 at 12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Evans, Taomas, Tilston, Chester, Publican April 29 at 
11.30 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Go.prixcu, CHARLES ANDREW, Netherwood rd, Shepherd’s 

ush, Builder May 4 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 

Carey st 

Hearn, Freperick, Abingdon 14, Kensington, Job Master 
Mav 1 at 2.30° Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Huntiry, Grorce ALEXANDER, Croydon, Builder May 1 
at 12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

IsexperG, Simon, Lower Gicgmen st, Commercial rd, 
Grocer May6ati1 Bankruptc bldgs, Carey st 

Ives, Aaroy, ford, Beerhouse Keeper April 29 at 4 
Grafton Hotel, Midland rd, Bedford 

Levi, Joun, Zoar, Neath, Journeyman Plasterer May 1 at 
12.15 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Joys, Huon, Lilanddanielfab, Commission Agent April 29 
at11 Crypt chmbrs, te row, Chester 

Kanpt & Co, Bradford ay nufacturers’ Agent May 5 
at230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Laycock, Ropert Wit.iaM, Halifax, Farmer April 29 at 3 
Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Lewis, Wittram Herpert, Skewen, nr Neath, Draper 
May 1 at 11.45 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Marks, Harry, and Davin Marks, Manchester April 
29 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Mavupe, Josren, Seaforth, Licensed Victualler April 29 
at2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Mitts, Frank, Bexhill, Builder April 29 at 2.15 Sack- 
ville Hotel, Bexhill 

Nasu, Cuoarves Ropert, Bedford, Hotel Keeper April 29 
at3 The Grafton Hotel, Midland rd, Bedford 

Nasu & Nasu, Thornton Heath, Surrey, Builders April 30 
at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Oates, Wi1114M, Mirfield, Contractor’s Foreman April 29 
at12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 

Parker, W A, Biggleswade April 29 at 2 The Grafton 
Hotel, Midland rd, Bedford 

Pirr, Wiiu1aAm, Kingston on Thames, Auctioneer’s Clerk 
April 30 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

PLEYDELL, ArTuur, Regent st, Betting Agent April 30 at 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Reape, Dare Heser-Percy Herpert, Airlie, Bothwell, 
Scotland April 30at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

ReAve.ey, ALFRED, Knuresborough, Bricklayer’s Labourer 
Ear 28 at 12.15 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, 

or! 


Rissy, Rateu, Glass Houghton, Yorks. Grocer April 29 at 
11 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Roserts, Freperick James, Newport, Auctioneer April 
30 at11 Off Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Roserts, Toomas Parcet, Narbeth, Pembroke May 8 at 
12.45 Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 

Rosinsox, Aaron, jun, Benwell, Northumberland, Joiner 
April 29 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Joux Penry Davis, Newton, Mumbles, 
May 1 at2.15 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, 


April 30 


e 

Row.Lanbs, 
Architect 
Swansea 

Rusupvey, Ricnarp Lowry, Falmouth, Outfitter 
at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Rutty, Rosert, Moseley, Journeyman Carpenter April 29 
at1l 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Sort, Frank Artuur, Broughton, Northampton, Plumber 
May 1lati12 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 

Sourn, Harry, Garrick st, Covent Garden, Electrical 
Engineer May 1 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Sprnp.Love, WituiAM, Upper Hartshay, Derby, Journey- 
man Joiner April 30 at 11.30 Off Rec, 47, Full st, 


Derby 

Swirt, Ricnarp, Darnall, Sheffield, General Dealer April 
29'at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Waters, Josepn Herpert, Lianvaches, Mon, Farmer April 
29 at1l Off Rec Westgate ehmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Waters, WItLiaM, Kettering, Plumber y l at 12.30 
Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 

Warkiss, Hersert, New Broad st, Accountant May 4 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Winstantey, Tuomas A, Oldham, Sharebroker April 30 at 
11 Off Rec, Greaves st, O} 

Woorrox, Josrpa Hersert, Kidderminster, Clothier April 
29 Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 


ADJUDICATIONS. ’ 
—_ Rosert, Cardiff,Grocer Cardiff PetMarch19 Ord 
il 16 
Bartey, Joseph Hopasox, High Wycombe, Builder 
Aylesbury Pet April17 Ord April 17 
Bearp, Jauzs Artaur, Burton on Trent Burton on Trent 
Pet March 17 Ord April 16 
Reading 





Betrs, ARcHIBALD SamueL, Wargrave, Berks 
Yorks, Journeyman 
7 


Pet April 15 Ord April 15 
Bootu, Jon~ Water, Greasbro’, 
Carter Pet April17_ Ord April 1 


Sheffield 


, Bootmaker Eastbourné 
15 April 17 
Browy, zx, Anstey, Leicester, Builder Leicester 
Doceunt tues pitt Huddersfield, Collier 
CKLEY, c, , ar 
Huddersfield’ Pet April 9 Ord April 9 
Crark, Wittiam Caristoruer, Somerford Faust, Glos 
Farmer, Swindon Pet April16 Ord April 1 cee 
Coos. 7 Best, Seeding. , Reading Pet April 17 


ton PetApril17 Ord April 
‘ord av, 


Davipison, AtraeD, Bradfi Manufacturers’ Agent 
i et March 7 Ord Apri 


Court P = 17 

Davies, Tuomas, Merthyr Tydfil, Clothier Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet April April 17 

Drew, Saran Ann, Taunton, Butcher Taunton Pet March 
31 Ord April 18 


Fouytary, Hues Fraxcis, Southampton, Pianoforte Dealer 
thampton Pet April 18 Apri 


Sou 1 

Givex, Wrii.tam, Richmond, Printer Wandsworth Pet 
March 30 Ord April 16 

Grant, Artuur Brewin, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet April 18 Ord April 18 

Harris, Cuarces Danpo, Leicester, Journeyman Cutler 
Leicester Pet April18 Ord April 18 

Hutcutsson, WitLt1AM Hunter, Leadenhall st, Clerk High 
Court Pet Dec 20 Ord April 17 


Joyes, Joun, Chi w, Mon, Grocer 
April 16 Ord April 18 


Kxoyie, Davin Rees, Swansea, Chartered Accountant 
Swansea Pet March 12 Ord April 17 

Leg, Jonas, Burnley Burnley Pet April 15 Ord April 17 

Lewis, Louts, Brixton, Solicitors’ Cle: High Court Pet 
March 19 Ord April 18 


Oates, W1L114M, Mirfield, Contractor’s Foreman Dewsbury 
Pet Aprili7 Ord April 17 
Pearce, Fraxcis Artuur, Bristol, Auctioneer Bristol 
Pet April 18 Ord April 18 
ro a Epwarp, Somerset, Builder Frome Pet 
il 1 il 1 


Gloucester Pet April18 Ord Apri 

Reape, Dare Heser-Percy Hersert, Airlie, Bothwell, 
Scotland High Court Pet i116 Ord April 16 

Reavety, ALFrep, Knaresborough, Bricklayer’s Labourer 
York PetAprili5 Ord April 15 : 

Sort, Frasx Antuvr, Broughton, Northampton, Plumber 
Nort ton Pet April8 Ord April 8 

Snort LanD, CHar.es, Rothwell, Northampton, Boot Menu- 

* facturer Northampton Pet March 25 Ord April 18 

Sxrrtu, Atice Tompxins, Ullesthorpe, Leicester, Innkeeper 
Leicester Pet April16 Ord April 16 

Speakman, Tuomas, Atherton, Lancs, Farmer Bolton Pet 
April i8 Ord April 18 

STALLABRASS, JoNATHAN, Hoddesdon, Hertford, Butcher 
Hertford Pet March 13 Ord April 18 

Tay or, Josern, Balby, nr Doncaster, Carting Contractor 
Sheffield Pet April 16 Ord April 16 

Urnitt, Epmunp, Bath, Builder Bath Pet April 18 Ord 
April 18 

Warers, Witu1am, Kettering, Plumber Northampton Pet 
April 15 Ord April 15 

West, Penneratser, Bradford av, Redcoss st, Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet March 3 Ord April 18 

Wueeter, Wituram, Moreton in Marsh, Glos, Butcher 
Banbury Pet March 11 Ord April 17 

Winstantey, Tuomas A, Oldham, Sharebroker Oldham 
Pet March 27 Ord il 18 : 

Worpsworts, Jor . hersage, Derby, Wire 

ufacturer Derby Pet April15 Ord A 15 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of March 10: 

Brocxtenurst, Grorcr, Sheffield, Tableknife Hafter 

Sheffield Pet March5 Ord March 5 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
SoLicrrors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct to. 
the Publisher at 27, Chancery-lane. 
AW.—GREAT SAVING.— For prompt 


payment 25 per cent. will be taken off the following 
writing i— 








s. d. 
Abstracts Copied ws oe O 8 per sheet. 
Briefs and Drafts aco ww. 2 8 per 20 folios, 
Deeds Round Hand... oo. O 2 per folio. 
Deeds Abstracted ee ww. 2 O per sheet. 


Full Copies ose ove «. QO 2 per folio. : 
PAPER.—Foolscap, 1d. per sheet; Draft, jd. ditto; 
Parchment, 1s. 6d. to 3s. 6d. per skin. 
KERR & LANHAM, 13, Chichester-rents, Uhancery- 
lane, W.C. 


> OLICITORS, Mortgages, Trustees, and 
Owners generally of old or Leasehold Properties 
for Sale in down or can find an immediate pur- 
chaser by sending full partic to Rerirep, 43, Pyrland- 
road, London, N. Condition as to repair immaterial. 
Being actual purchaser, no commission req - 
LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
STREET 











ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 

begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 
to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of 
fifty years in the special insertion of all forma notices, 
&c., and hereby solicits their con support.—N.B. 
Forms, Gratis, for Statutory Notices to Creditors and Dis- 
solutions of ip, with necessary Declaration, 
Official stamps for advertisements and file of ‘‘ London 
Gazette” kept. By appointment. : 












Dangese, Joux Writiram, Hove, Provision Merchant - 
il 17 


Jackson, Joun, East India k rd, Poplar, Shipwright 
High Court Pet March17 Ord > 17 . 
ewport, Mon Pet 


PowE tL, FrepreRick F aMES, Blakeney, Glee, Leather Seller © 
- 1 





April 25, raoge 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Telephone: 602 Holbora. 


SON, AND RAVENSOROFT, 


ESTABLISHED. 1689, 


EDE, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENTS 
To H.M. THE KING and H.M. THE QUEEN. 
Robe Makers to the Lord Chancellor and Judges. 


ROBES FOR KING’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
COURT SUITS IN CLOTH AND VELVET. 


Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
Clerks of the Peace, and Coroners. 


CORPORATION AND UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 -& 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
The sc rc he 1862 to 1900. 


AUTHORITY 








Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


Swarr Crertiricates, Desentures, &c., engraved and 
printed. Orriciat Secs designed and executed. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn). 


Aanual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE ds. 
A Practieal Handbook to the Companies Acts. 
By Francis J. Green, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 


PATENTS and TRADE-MARKS. 


W. P,. THOMPSON & CO., 
322, High Holborn, W.C. 

(and at Liverroot, Mancuester, & Binuincuan), 
LONDON and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Pro- 
vineial and Foreign SOLICITORS in 
PATENT matters. 


Representatives in all Capitals, 


FAALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
PRINTERS, LimITED, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


Paatiamentary Bitis, Mixutes or Evipeyor, Booxs oF 
Rerrnence, STATEMENTS OF CLam, Axswers, &c., &0. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 


NEWSPAPERS, 
And all General and Commercial 


Every desoription of Printing. 
Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 








Work. 


and WEEKLY REFORTEF, 


NORWICH STREET, FETTER LANE, LONDON, E.C. 


pERRY PENS 
“GLIDEAWAY”.. 





Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOME. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For —ae Ly pad the Act and privately. 


For Terms, &c., a 
ey 8 D. amen ® M.R.C.8., &c., 
‘edical Superintendent. 


EATHERALL & GREEN, 
Surveyors, Valuers, Auctioneers, and Land J 
22, Chancery-lane, LC, 
(Telephone 555, Holborn 
will hold SALES by AUCTION, at the MART, on 
May 28, June 15, July 10, Jul 81, of LA DED 
HOUSE PROPER! Groun -rents, Rever 
Messrs. Weatherall & Green’ Undertake and’ Ad 
Compensations and Rating Cases and Valuations 
purposes. 


a 





INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 
Medical Attendant : he SEVESTRE, M.A., 
M.D. (Camb.). Principal : H. M. RILEY, Assoc. Soc. 
| Study of Inebriety. Thirty years’ Experience. Excellent 
Legal and Medica “References. For terms and particulars 
apply’"Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 
ELEGRAPHIC ADDRESS? MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 








| Licensed under the Inebriates Acts, 1879-99. 


| BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORD, HERTS. 


For the Treatment of Gentlemen suffering from Inebriety 
and Abuse of Drugs. In a most healthy, picturesque, and 
secluded part of the country, 1} hours from Live: -street, 

about 400 feet above sea-level; 10} acres of grounds. 
Heated by hot-water apparatus. "Electric a throughout. 
Healthy employment and recreation. Workshops, Poultry 
Farm, Gardening, Cricket, Tennis, Golf, Library, Music, 
Billiards, Dark Room for Photography, &e. Patients may 
enter under the Acts or rivately. Terms: 1}-3 Guineas. 
Electric Light and Heat Baths, &e.—Apply to 

Resipent MEDICAL SUPERINTENDENT or SECRETARY. 


CURE OF INTEMPERANCE. 


Modified restraint. Course covers six weeks. Charm- 
ing and spacious grounds. Ideal establishment. Short 
Term Treatment. 

Fees—3 to 6 Guineas per week. 
Full particulars on application to the Secretary, or to 
C. A. McBRIDE, M.D. (Med. Supt.), 


Norwoop Sanatorium, Upper Norwoop, 8.E. 





























ESTABLISHED 1851. 
BIRKBECK BANK, 
CURRENT ACCOUNTS. 

2" on the minimum monthly balances, 2", 

fe) 
DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. 
ot yd on Deposits, repayable on deman‘. 2} L 
Stocks and Shares purchased and sold for customers. 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particulars, 
Telephone No, 5 Ho~norn. 
Telegraphic Address: “* BinkBRcK, Loup,’ 
M.S.A., Patent Agent (late of H.M. Patent Offices), 
36, Chancery-lane, London, W.C.. Letters Patent ob- 
World. Oppositions conducted. Opinions and Searches 
as to novelty. 
FOR INVALIDS. 


Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
when not drawn below £100. 
STOCKS AND SHARES. 
post-free, 
Cc. A. RAVENSC ROFT, ya, 7ad Director. 
ATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.I.M.E., 
tained and Registration effected in all parts of the 
BRAND'S 
Prepared from the Finest Meat only. 





In Flasks, price 2/3. 
SOLD EVERYWHERE. 


| BRAND & CO., Limited, MAYFAIR, W. 


WILLIS, CROUCH, & LEE, 
AUCTIONEERS & SURVEYORS, 
|29, BASINGHALL. STREET, E.C. 
ESTABLISHED 18509, 


Telegrams: “ Auctissima, London,” 
Telephone: 732 Central, 





« * - oe of Executors—HAYMARKET and OXBO 
EET.—Thoroughly well-secured Leasehold Grp 
4 on "HERA? property. 
Ww*4 EATHERALL & GREEN will SE 
AUCTION, at the MART, City, on MON 

MAY 4. at TWO o'clock, in Five Lots :— 

1.—The valuable LEASEHOLD GROUND. RE 
amounting to £650 per annum, secured upon impor 
modern business premises, known as Nos. 19, 20, | 
Newman-street, and warehouses in Newman-passs 
of the estimated value of £8,000 per annum. Held 
9 at £295 per annum. 

2.—The valuable LEASEHOLD PROPERTY, 

No. 16, James-street, Haymarket, W., com rising ¢ exte 
commercial premises, let on lease to Messrs. Sig 
Marshall, & Co., at a low rent of £900 per annum fa 
years, and held at £452 per annum ground-rent. k 

Particulars of the Solicitors, Messrs. Kingsford, Dorm 
& Co., 23, Essex-street, Strand; at the Mart; and of¥ 
Auctioneers, No. 22, Chancery-lane. 8 


By Order of Trustees.—-GRAY’S INN ROAD.—Re 
tive Freehold Investment, in a central porition, i 
W EFATHERALL & GREEN will SE 
AUCTION, at the MART, City, on MOND 
MAY 4, at TWO o’clock, ~ substantial FRERE 
DWELLING G-HOUSE, No. Sidmouth-street, conta 
nine bedrooms, three Miles cnens two kitchens, and 
house. Estimated to be worth £85 per annum, and@ 
with vacant possession. 
Particulars of Messrs. Wade & Lyall, 
Bishopsgate-street Within, E.C.; at the Mart; and | 0 
Auctioneera, 22, Chancery-lane, W.C. x 


PERIODICAL SALES. 
ESTABLISHED 1843. 


ane. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIEBE 
— sors to Marsh, Milner, & Co.) oe 
PERIO ICAL SALES of 
REVERSIONS (Absolute and Contingent), 
LIFE INTERESTS and ANNUITIES, 
LIFE POLICIES, 
Shares and Debentures, 
Mortgage Debts and Bonds, and 
Kindred Interests, s 
on the FIRST and THIRD THURSDAYS in eachay 
throughout the year, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard,] 
The appointments 1 fixed for 1903 are as follows: 
Thursday, May 7. Thursday, Sept. 3. 
Thursday, May 21. Thursday, Sept. 17. 9% 
Thursday, June 4, Thursday, Oct. 1, 


3 Thursday, Oct. 15, 

Thursday, July 2. Thursday, Nov. 5, 

Thursday, July 16. Thursday, Nov. 19.4 
Thursday, Aug. 6. Thursday, Dee. 3, 

Thursday, Aug. 20. Thursday, Se 1% 

Offices, 6, Poultry, London, E.C. Telephone No. 999, 
Telegrams, ‘‘ Invariably, London. bad 


PERIODICAL PROPERTY AUCTIONS 
ESSRS.-H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIEE 
-&. beg to announce that their PROPER" ryY AUCTI ~ 
are held 7 the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on the firaiam 
third Wednesdays in every month throughout the year, 7 
The dates fixed for the year 1908 are :— ite 
Wednesda; Wednesday, Sept. 2. 
Wednesday, May 20. Wednesday, Sept. 16, 
‘Wednesday, June 3. Wednesday, Oct. %, 
Wednesday, June 17. Wednesday, Oct. 3 
Wednesday, July 1. Wednesday, Noy. 4 
Wednesday, July 15. Wednesday, Noy. 18, 4 
‘Wednesday, Aug. 5. ‘Wednesday, Dee. 2, ~ 
Wednesday, Aug. 19. Wednesday, Dec. 16, 
Vendors, solicitors, and trustees having properties 
sale are res pectfully invited to communicate with % 
Auctioneers, at their Offices, 6, Poultry, London, 
Telephone No. 999, Bank. Telegrams : ** Tovar 
London.” 


ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIEBE 
AUCTIONEERS AND SURVEYORS, 
6, POULTRY, E.C 
to call attention of Solicitors, Trustees, and 
ie following well- el FREEHOLD GROD 
2 
FREEHOLD GROUND - RENTS. — £175 _per 
secured upon several Maisonettes in the North of 
all let, and producing from quarterly tenants £1, 


annum. Parish road. Price 25} years’ purchase. win 
FREEHOLD GROUND - RENT. — £90 per = 
Price 2} 





A FY 


Solicitors” 





> 


x 





> 





secured upon several Houses in North of London. 
rents £36 and £38 each. Good locality. 


purchase - 
FREEHOLD GROUND- RENTS. — £160 per 
sec’ upon several Residences, close to Brixton, k 
£38 per annum nh. Price 26 years’ purchase. 
FREEHOLD GROUND-RE of £270, secured 
fine Block of Sho: y, in good ‘main road, 
leases. Price an rticulars on aj Ce rot 
FREREOCE GROUND-RENT af £130. secured. 
Tem ees of gee aoa Flats, letting “quarterly, 
secured. pbs urchase. 
eeREEHOLD GROUND-RENT of £590, secured 
commanding Block of Shops, with flats over. Rae 
£2,695 per annum. _ Price 25} years’ purchase. 
For of above and many others apply 
H. E. Foster & Cranfield, Auctioneers.and Surveyom) 
, Poultry, E,C. : 

















